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EsTaBLisHED 1853. 

Ca OE Ft gh oe pice £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... a8 ... £201,380 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society's Offices. 

W. OSCAR NASH, F.L.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


- MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 
[ I Within Shilling cab fare of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, 
LONDON ’ N. Ww. ( Law Courts, ‘ho. ip ade to all parts every minute. Close to King’s 
BAND GRAND Gross Metropolitan Ry. Station, The New Venetian Rooms are 
Pancras Station). qyajlable for Publicand Private Dinners, Arbitration Meetings, dc ) 

OL - ADELPHI - Close to Central (Midland) Station. 

FORD - 


ital ... 


MIDLAND - Excellent Restaurant. 
- QUEEN’S - In Centre of Town. _ 
MIDLAND - For Peak of Derbyshire. 
BE ~ MIDLAND - Tennis Lawn to Seashore. Golf. 
SHAM—HEYSHAM TOWER, nr MORECAMBE. Lovely Country. Golf. 
Tariffs on Application. Telegraphic Address ‘* Midotel.”” 
Adelphi “* Tu rtle”? Soup forwarded from Adelphi Hotel, Liverpool, per quart jar 15s. ; 
per pint jar, 9s. 6d., carriage paid. Speciality for Invalids. 
WILLIAM TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 
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ATR @) 
THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
Fipetity GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS, ADMINISTRATION AND LuNACY 
Bonps. MoRTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 

| INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, XC. 


EAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE : 56, Moorgate-street, E.C, 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFBITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 
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CURRENT TOPICS, 


WE paint elsewhere the notice which has been issued under the 
recent Act (62 Vict. c. 6) enabling appeals to be heard, by consent, 
before two judges of the Court of Appeal. Such appeals are to 
be placed in a separate list, and whenever two judges only can 
sit in one of the divisions of the Court of Appeal, cases in this 
list will be taken after the interlocutory appeals have been 
disposed of ; but no case will lose its place in the general list, or 
have its hearing postponed, by reason of its being entered in the 
separate list. 





Tue ANNOUNCEMENT that the salaries of puisne judges of the 
High Court in India are to be increased from 45,000 rupees per 
annum to 48,000 rupees per annum, with a reduction of the 
period of service required for earning a pension, will, no doubt, 
be welcomed by the holders of those offices, But the provision 
that every chief justice or judge of a High Court in India will 
be called upon to resign his office on attaining the age of sixty 
years (which we presume is a new regulation) seems to us to be 
of somewhat doubtfal expediency. In order to be able to earn 
a pension a judge must be appointed at or before the age of forty-. 
eight years, whereby many competent men who, for one reason 
or another have not attained success in England, but at that age 
will be reluctant to admit the loss of chance of promotion here, 
will be practically excluded. 





Tux report for 1898, just published, of the Comptroller- 
General of Patents brings into prominence a fact of some interest 
to the industrial community—viz., the cloee relationship between 
passing events and the course of invention. hen the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act came into force, the number of 
applications relating to guards for preventing accidents with 
machinery very largely increased. Even local incidents produce 
similar results. At Wellingborough station ia September last a 
railway-platform luggage-truck fell on to the line in front of a 
Midland express. Immediately a host of inventors appearcd 
with schemes for trucks constructed on an improved system. 
Or again, someone called attention in the newspapers to the 
waste of horse feed in London. - Within five weeks afterwards: 
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no fewer than thirty-four applications were made for nosebags 
for Lorses. Statistics of this kind shew that inventors 
are less occupied in theoretical imaginings and more 
observant of the law of supply and demand than they 
popularly get credit for. They also serve the purpose of 
explaining the regularity with which that ‘‘race for the seal,” 
which has been a chronic perplexity to successive generations 
of patent authorities, occurs. A multitude of acute observers 
are watching with intense anxiety the wheels of our industrial 
life as they revolve, and they naturally make many notes in 
common. Inventions of this description are quite as meritorious 
as any that the courts havet» deal with. They possess—if they 
are good at all—real originality, and are not simply adroit 
improvements or developments of earlier inventions which 
Seabed only some finishing touch to enable them to hold the 
field. 


WE PrinTeD recently (ante, p. 527) the draft of a set of new 
rules under the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897. We now 
print the rules in their final form, together with some explanatory 
observations which have been issued by the Land Registry Office. 
With very slight alterations, they correspond to the draft rules. 
It will be noticed that the observations touch upon a point of 
considerable practical importance—namely, the mortgage of 
registered leasehold land. It has been found difficult to recon- 
cile the advantages of the current practice of creating the 
mortgage by way of sub-demise with the registered charge, which 
is the proper way of creating a mortgage under the Land 
Transfer Acts. Sometimes it is thought better to discard the 
registered charge and to adhere to the ordinary mortgage by 
sub-demise, protecting it by an entry of notice of the sub-term 
on the register under section 50 of the Act of 1875, The new 
rule 166 recognizes this practice by requiring that the land 
certificate of the mortgagor shall be produced and endorsed with 
a note of the entry. But the procedure has the defect, pointed 
out in the observations of the Land Registry Office, that it 
does not enable the mortgagee, upon an exercise of his power of 
sale, to enter the purchaser as the registered proprietor either of 
the original term or of the sub-term. The object of avoiding a 
registered charge is the fear that it might operate to invest the 
mortgagee with the legal estate in the original term. This, 
however, seems not to be the case, and the preferable plan is to 
take a registered charge in the prescribed form, and also to take 
a mortgage by sub-demise off the register. The registered 
charge gives the mortgagee full protection so far as the register 
is concerned, and upon a sale the purchaser can be entered as 
registered proprietor; while under the sub-demise the mort- 
gagee takes the legal estate in the sub-term, and can deal with 
this apart from the register. It is suggested in the observations 
of the Land Registry Office that the sub-demise may be included 
in the registered charge, but this would, of course, defeat its 
object. 





Ir 1s amusing to observe how the mention of affidavit evidence 
has somewhat the same effect on a judge of the Queen’s Bench 
Division as the production of a red rag has on a bull. If he is 
an experienced and cautious judge he contents himself with 
cocking up his chin and elevating his eyebrows; if he is a 
rather young judge, with a turn for satire, he takes the 
opportunity of ridiculing the whole system of affidavit evidence. 
Last week, in the course of the trial of the Kirby case at the 
Central Criminal Court, counsel questioned the defendant with 
regard to an affidavit which had been made by him, whereupon 
Mr. Justice Dantinc said that Mr. Marnews need not attach 
too much importance to it—it was only an affidavit in Chancery. 
And he is reported to have added, “that there were people who 
said their prayers by turning a wheel. Affidavits seemed to 
be made in a similar manner. It was a mechanical process.” 
Of course everyone is aware of the defects of the system of 
affidavit evidence—the lack of opportunity for the judge to 
observe the demeanour of the witness and the tendency to make 
his story rathor that of the lawyer who prepares the affidavit 
than that of thedeponent. But we think that the learned judgo’s 


zeal rather ran away with him when it led him to pronounce the 
making of affidavits a merely mechanical process, like the 





turning of a wheel. One is tempted to inquire what practi 
experience he can have had of the preparation of affidavits ¢ 
justify him in making this rather serious imputation against the 
persons engaged in obtaining affidavits and the persons who make 
them. There are, we venture to assure his lordship, such beings ag 
conscientious solicitors who do their best to make witneggg 
understand and consider the purport of the statements they make 
in their affidavits, and conscientious witnesses who demur ¢) 
statements in the affidavit for the accuracy of which they cannot 
vouch. And we think we may say that affidavits are prepared 
with a good deal more care than the “proofs” upon which 
witnesses are examined in chief in the Queen’s Bench Division, 





Tue pectsion, last Saturday, of a Divisional Court (Gaanraay 
aud Kennepy, JJ.) in Re Pearson and I’ Anson very usefully 
points the moral of the reasoning of the Court of Appoal ip 
Newby v. Eckersley (47 W. R. 245; 1899, 1 Q. B. 465). Havi 
regard to the wordiog of section 57 of the Agricult 
Holdings Act, 1883, it has been difficult to say whether, ig 
cases where a tenant might have a claim to compensation under 
that Act, it was possible for him to enter into an effective 
agreement with the landlord fur compensation otherwise thaa 
under the Act. The section provides that ‘‘a tenant shall not 
be entitled to claim compensation by custom or otherwise than 
ia manner authorized by this Act in respect of any improvemeat 
for which he is entitled to compensation under or in pursuance 
of this Act; but where he is not entitled to compensation under 
or in pursuance of this Act, he may recover compensation under 
any other Act of Parliament, or any agreement or custom, ia the 
same manner as if this Act had not passed.” At first sight this 
enactment seems to constitute a serious blow a‘ freedom 
of contract, and to forbid a tenant who could claim under 
the Act from entering into any agreement for compensation 
outside the Act. The effect upon a tenant would be serious, 
for not only would it prevent him from bargaining for ampler 
compensation than the Act gives him, but it would prevent him 
from obtaining any compensation at all unless he observed the 
requirements as to notice of claim, &c., incorporated in the Act; 
and this however clearly he had agreed with the landlord for 
compensation. But in Newby v. Eckersley (supra) the Court of 
Appeal held that section 57 applied only where the tenant was 
actually claiming compensation under the Act. In making such 
claim he is bound to follow the requirements of the Act, but if 
he has a separate agreement the Ac‘ does not forbid his claiming 
under such agreement just as under an ordinary contract. Ia 
Newby v. Eckersley certain of the matters in respect of which the 
agreement gave compensation were not within the Act, and 
hence the dicta in the judgments ia favour of freedom ofcontract 
perhaps went beyond the strict necessities of the case, but no 
such complication existed in the present case of Re Pearson and 
I’ Anson, A tenant had, with the approval of the landlord's 
agent, at great expense turned agricultural land into market 
gardens, and he had been promised in writing a market garden 
valuation on leaving the land. The tenant received notice t 
quit, and he would apparently have been entitled, had he given 
due notice of claim, to compensation under the Act of 1883 and 
the Market Gardeners Compensation Act, 1895, but he omitted 
to give notice and so was precluded from claiming under the 
statutes. The Divisional Court held, however, that he was 
still entitled to claim outside the statutes under his special agree 
ment, the result being that he would obtain compensation 
the value of some £1,500. The words of section 57 are difficult 
to deal with, put it is satisfactory that they are not const 
so as to deprive tenants of benefits which, but for the Act, they 
would enjoy. 

Tue precision of Grantaam, J., in Mayor, §c., of Hyde 
Oldham, Ashton, and Hyde Electric Tramway ( Limited), reveals 
what must be considered to be a defect in the legislation relating 
to tramways as applied to modern conditions. The action was 
for an injunction and damages in respect of the breaking ope® 
by the defendants of the footways in certain roads within the 
plaintiffs’ borough for the purpose of laying electric cables for 
the workiog of the defendants’ tramways. The defendants wert 
the promoters under a provisional order of the Board cf 
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(duly confirmed by Act of Parliament) authorizing the construc- 
tion of the tramways to which the action related. The order was 
made under the Tramways Act, 1870, and the provisions of that 
Act consequently applied to the construction of the tramways 
and the carrying out o7 the undertaking. Section 26 of the Act 
of 1870 empowers the promoters, for the purpose of laying down 
and maintaining an authorized tramway, to “open and break 
up any road,” subject to certain conditions. ® provisional 
order in the present case contemplated that the tramways should 
be worked by electricity, and even prohibited the promoters 
from working them by any other means except with the consent 
of the plaintiffs. It also required that the system by which 
electricity was to be applied to the working was to be such as 
the Board of Trade should approve. The Board approved a 
system submitted by the defendants which involved the laying 
ofcables under the footways of the streets traversed by the 
jines. But both the Board and the company appear to have 
overlooked the definition clause of the Act of 1870, by which 
“road” is defined to mean “‘ any carriageway being a public 
highway aud the carriageway of any bridge forming part of or 
jeading tothe same.”” The plaintiffs were alive to this point, and 
required a substantial contribution to be made by the defendants 
towards the cost of widening the streets as the price to be paid 
for obtaining their permission as road authority to the opening up 
of the footways. The company declined to pay this contribution, 
and laid their cables under the footways without any permission. 
GrantuaM, J., gave judgment for the injunction and damages. 
Asarule, of course, the footway is a part of the road by the 
side of which it runs: see Derbyshire County Council v. Matlock 
Bath Urban District Council (1896, A. C. 315). But in the 
present case the learned judge had to deal with a very special 
definition of ‘‘ road,” which appears to be intended to distinguish 
it, n0t merely from highways which are bridle-paths or footpaths 
only, but also from the footways at the side of the metalled part, 
or carriageway, of a road. In 1870 traction by means of 
electricity was unknown, and no doubt it was thought that in 
giving power to break up the carriageway the Legislature were 
sanctioning as much interference with the highway as was 
necessary for the purpose in view. Circumstances have altered 
since that time, and if the courts are bound to adhere to the 
strict construction of the definition clause, further legislation is 
needed to enable an electric tramway company to work their 
undertaking conveniently. The plaintiffs do not appear to have 
asked for a mandatory injunction to remove the cables: such a 
claim could not have been sustained in view of the decisions in 
Tunbridge Wells Corporation v. Baird (1896, A. CO. 434) as applied 
in Battersea Vestry v. County of London, §c., Electric Lighting Co. 
(1899, 1 Oh. 474), 





Acatn THE perennial betting question has been receiving the 
attention of the judges of the High Court. After spending much 
time for many years in trying to interpret the Betting Act, 1853, 
it seems now to be their fate to spend an equal time in the years 
to come in finding out the meaning of the judgment of the House 
of Lords in Powell v. Kempton Park Racecourse Co., and in 
retrying all the old questions in the new light supposed to be 
thed upon the subject by that celebrated case. The facts in the 
recent case of elion v. Busby were simple. B. was a 
_, and W. was a bookmaker; and by B.’s consent 

. came to B.’s beerhouse regularly at a certain time 
of the day, and remained for about does hours each day 
in the same part of the house betting with anyone who desired 
to bet with him, and even inviting customers to bet with him. 
There was no evidence to shew that the bookmaker had any 
iar interest in the beerhouse business, or that the publican 

any interest in the betting business. B., however, had full 
knowledge of what was going on, and allowed W. to act in the 
way stated, and it may be taken for granted that his trade was 
sensibly increased by the arrangement. Proceedings were taken 
against W. under the Act of 1853, and against B. under section 
17 of the Licensing Act, 1872, which imposes a penalty 
upon any licensed person who ‘‘ suffers his house to be used in 
contravention of the Betting Act, 1853.” It is clear, therefore, 


if W. was not within the Act of 1853, B. was also entitled 
to be acquitted. The magistrate, on the authority of the Kempton 
Park case, decided that W. did not use the beerhouse for the 





purpose of betting with persons resorting thereto within the 
meaning of the Act, and accordingly dismissed the summonses 
against each defendant, but stated a casefor the High Oourt. Now, 
it is clear that there was here a very different state of things 
from that which existed on the Kempton Park racecourse. 
There, a great many people resorted to the place and made 
bets inter se, but no were made with anyone connected 
with the owner or occupier of the place, and the betting men 
used the place in exactly the same way %s any other member of 
the public. In the recent case, however, persons resorted to 
the beerhouse in order to bet, not with one another, but with a 
certain individual who, by consent of the owner, had a right to 
use the beerhouse, which was quite a different right from that 
of the ordinary customers. So that, although no formal agree- 
ment could be shewn, the bookmaker in fact was licensed by the 

ublican to use the beerhouse as his betting office. As has often 

een said, the Act does not forbid betting, but it does forbid a 
betticog man from using any house, room, or office for the purpose 
of betting with persons resorting thereto. This seems to be exact!y 
what the bookmaker in question did, and the case seems to be 
plainly within the mischief aimed at by the Act, and within both the 
spirit and the letter of the Act. It israther unfortunate that no 
counsel appeared to argue the point on behalf of the respondents, 
but probably few will be found to deny that the court was right 
in sending the case back to the magistrate to convict. In fact, 
if the court had upheld the magistrate, the Betting Act could ia 
future be evaded with the utmost ease, and i; would rest with 
the licensing justices alone to prevent every public-house frum - 
becoming a betting-house. 





Recent cases draw a distinction between the position of the 
committee of a person who has been found a lunatic and the 
receiver of the property of a person who is of unsound mind 
though not so found, in respect of the right to a transfer of the 
personal property of the lunatic ; and the distinction has been 
acted upon by Norra, J., this week in the case of Didisheim v. 
London and Westminster Bank (Limited). In Re Barlow’s Will (36 
Ch. D. 287), where personal property in this country belonged 
to a lady who was detained in an — in New South Wals, 
without having been judicially dec lunatic, the Oourt of 
Appeal declined to order payment of the whole of the property 
to the Master in Lunacy of New South Wales, and directed only 
payment of a lump sum for past maintenance, and of the income 
of the balance. Had there been a finding of lunacy and the 
appointment of a committee, the committee might have been 
entitled to have the custody of the personal estate, but the 
master was in a different position, and no title to the propert 
was vested in him. He was only entitled, therefore, to so muc 
of the property as was required for the maintenance of the 
lunatic. And even where a person residing abroad has been 
found a lunatic, the court has a discretion under section 134 of 
the Lunacy Act, 1890, whether or no to direct a transfer to his 
committee of stock standing in the lunatic’s name (Re Brown, 
44 W.R. 17; 1895, 2 Ch. 666), and it would seem from Re 
Knight (46 W. R. 289; 1898, 1 Ch. 257) that, unless reason 
exists for sending the sorpus of the property abroad, the 
court will not hand it over to a foreign committee, but 
will part with only so much as is a for the 
maintenance of the lunatic. An order for er was made, 
however, in Re Spurrier’s Settlement (45 W. R. 342 ; 1897, 1 Ob. 
453), where the property was to go to the custody of the 
Bavarian Court, and where the lunatic (so found) and her 
relatives were resident in that country. In the present case of 
Didisheim v. London and Westminster Bank, the question related 
to the right of the plaintiff, who was the Belgian “ administrator 
provisoire” of the pro of a lunatic not so found, to 
recover from the defendant bank securities of the luaatic 
deposited with them. The bank resisted the claim oa 
the und that the administrator could not give a receipt, 
and Norrn, J., held that the bank was right. Whatever 
rights the administrator might have had if the lunatic had 
been so found and the care of her property vested in him, yet, 
on the authority of the above cases, his claim to the actual 
custody of the property, and consequently to give a receipt for 





it, could not be admitted. To support such a claim there must 
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i . 
both be a finding of lunacy and a vesting of the property in 
some manner in the committee. 


“‘Sgcrer Commissions in various forms,’’ recited the Lord 
Chief Justice in the preamble to his Prevention of Corruption | 
Bill, ‘are prevalent to a great extent in almost all trades and | 
professions, and in some trades the said practice has increased | 
and is increasing ; and the said practice is producing great evils | 
by corrupting the morals of the community, and by discouraging | 
honest trade and enterprise, and it is expedient to check the | 
same and other kindred malpractices by making them criminal.” 
This preamble was taken almost word for word from the report 
of the London Chamber of Commerce, but when the Bill came 
on for second reading, the Lord Chancellor, though “sorry to put 
in a discordant note,” thought the preamble a little too sweeping, 
and the Lord Chief Justice, not bimself approviog of any 
preambles in Acts of Parliament, stated his intention of moving 
in committee to omit the preamble altogether. So strong a com- 
bination of authority in this direction is, we think, to be rather 
lamented. Thoughareturn to the pompous and lengthy preambles 
of ancient times (see, for instance, that of the Act of Appeals, and 
that of the early Gaming Act) is undesirable, we think the modern 
practice of entirely omitting preambles is a mistake. The preamble 
is frequently a short and easy guide to a complicated measure of 
many sections, as where the Copyright Act of 1842 recites the 
desirability of affording thereby ‘‘ greater encouragement to the 
production of literary works of lasting benefit to the world ’’—a 
preamble, like many others of value, omitted from the Act as 
printed in the second edition of the Revised Statutes—and as 
where the Sale of Offices Act—which, being printed before 1891, 
has escaped the preamble-destroying hand of the Statute Law 
Revisers—‘‘ that persons worthy and meet to be advanced to 
the place where justice is to be ministered, or any service of 
trust executed, should hereafter be preferred to the same and 
none other.” Ii is no dcubt true that Lord Bacon has a 
dictum discouraging preambles to statutes, but we do not think 
that it applies to historical preambles such as those of the 
Betting Houses Act, 1853, and the Prevention of Corruption 
Bill, but rather to the hortatcry and persuasive preambles, 
of which perhaps the second Edwardian Act of Uniformity 
(5 & 6 Edw. 6, c. 1), in descanting on the advantages of 
attending, and disadvantages of not attending, public worship, 
affords perhaps the most salient instance amongst Englist Acts 
of Parliament. 


MONEYLENDING CONTRACTS, 

In view of the Bill now pendiog in Parliament for regulating 
and controlling the business of moneylending, special inter. st 
attaches to the recent decision of the Court of Appeal in Gordon 
v. Street. It would, perhaps, be too much to say that the 
decision shews that no legislation on the subject is required ; 
but it at least makes it clear that under the existing law the 
courts are not altogether powerless to mitigate the evil dealt 
with by the proposed measure. 

The facts of the case were peculiar, but they may be stated 
shortly. The plaintiff had carried on the business of lending 
money for many years. Of his reputation in that business and 
of his methods of dealing with his “‘ clients’? he had himself 
given evidence, both in his letters to the defendant and in the 
witness-box. In the conduct of his business he had used, 
according to his own statement, “about a gross of aliases,” 
In the transaction out of which the present action arose 
he used the name of Appison: his advertisoment invited 
persons desiring finatcial accommodation to apply to 
Appison, who was ready to advance money “ without any of 
the objectionable features of the ordinary loan offico.” 
Attracted by this invitation, the defendant applied by letter to 
Appison, and without any personal interview agreed with him 
for a loan of £100; in exchange for this sum he gave a promis- 
sory note, dated the 19th of August, 1898, for £150, payable by 
instalments, by the terms of which the whole £150 was to 
become due if any instalment was not punctually paid. The 








ee 
this action to recover £150, and both before and after the issus e 


of the writ wrote letters to the defendant demanding ay 

in the course of which he threatened the defendant and his wifg 
with bankruptcy proceedings, and described the rigour with 
which he prosecuted claims against borrowers. 

The main ground of defence was that the defendant knew the 
plaintiff by reputation, and that had he known that Avpisoy 
was a mere alias, and that the real lender of the money was the 
plaintiff, he would never have entered into the contract : he paid 
£102 10s. into court to satisfy the claim. He also counter. 
claimed damages for a libel (imputing impecuniosity to the 
defendant) contained in one of the letters addressed by the 
p'aintiff to the defendant, and copied by one of the plaintiff's 
clerks. At the trial before Buckyitt, J., the jury found that 
the plaintiff fraudulently concealed bis identity from the 
defendant in order to induce him to borrow money from him: 
that the defendant believed that he was contracting with » 
person called Appison : that he repudiate1 the contract withia 
a reasonable time after he became aware of Appison’s identj 
with the plaintiff: and they awarded him £400 damages for the 
libel. The defendant accordingly obtained judgment on the 
claim and the counterclaim. 

Questions were raised in the Court of Appeal as to whether 
the defendant had been sufficiently prompt in repudiating the 
contract when ha became aware of the true facts, and as to the 
publication of the libel and the amount of the damages. Thegg 
questions were decided in the defendant’s favour, and do not 
call for special comment; the repudiation was made som 
seventeen days after the identity of Appison had been discovered; 
the question of publication was hardly arguable, and havi 
regard to the conduct of the plaintiff and the language used by 
him in his letters to the defendant, it would have been difficult to 
interfere with the assessment of the damages made by the jary, 

The real interest of the case from a lawyer’s point of view lies 
in the decision that the plaintiff was entitled to disaffirm the 
contract. It has been suggested that this is a decision to which 
a well-known maxim as to hard cases and bad law applies. Bat 
if the grounds for the decision be looked at it is apparent that 
the court have not laid down any new rule, but have followed 
well-known principles relating to the law of contract. The first 
ground relied on is that the defendant was induced to enter into the 
contract by the fraud of the plaintiff. It must be remembered that 
the jury found that the plaintiff fraudulently concealed his true 
name in order to induce the defendant to contract with him, and 
that the defendant was so induced. In support of the 
proposition that where these two elements are present a contract 
may be set aside or performance of it resisted, it is 
necessary to refer to such cases as Attwood vy. Small (6 Ol. &F, 
232) or Redgrave v. Hurd (20 Ch. D. 1). It was, of course, 
argued in the present case that the fraud, if it existed, was no} 
material to the contract; this objection was met by A. L. Suzru, 
L.J., by a quotation from Lord Cuetmsrorp’s opiaion in Smithy, 
Kay (7 H. L. C. 750), where he says: ‘‘Cin it be permitted toa 
party who has practised deception, with a view to a particular end 
which has been attained by it, to speculate on what might have 
been the result if there had been a full communication of the 
truth?’’ In the present case the defendant had sworn that had 
he known the real name of the person from whom he was 
borrowing money, his knowledge of the reputation of the person 
bearing that name would have prevented him from entering 
into a contract with him ; so that the materiality of the deception 
was established, and! it was hardly necessary to rely on the 
dictum of Lord Cueumsrorb. 

Again, apart from fraud, a mere error in regard to the persoa 
with whom a contract is made may be sufficient to annul the 
agreement: but the person seeking to annul it on this ground 
must shew that he would have beea unwilling to enter intos 
contract on the same terms with anyone olse : Pothier’s Traité 
des Obligations, s. 19; Smith v. Wheatcroft (9 Oh. D, 228) 
This obligation the defendant in the present case fulfilled; he 
was aware of the methods practised by the plaintiff in bis 
moneylending transactions and he was attracted by the adver 
tisement suggesting that methods of a wholly opposite charactt 
were practised by the person offering to lend the money. 
this ground also the decision of the Court of Appeal appears # 
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Whe cane is by no means to be taken as deciding that no 
moneylender can enforce contracts entered into with him under 
an assumed name. In the majority of cases the above grounds 
for avoiding the contract would not be present. It is possible, 
however, that the decision will encourage borrowers to set up 
their ignorance of the real name of the lender as a defence 3 in 
any such case it will be forthe jury or the judge to decide 
whether the materiality of the error is established so as to bring 
the case within the rule laid down by Porurer and cited by Fry, 
J, in Smith v. Wheatcroft. 
"Gordon vy. Street goes far towards meeting the evil pointed 
out in the preamble to the Bill already alluded to—‘‘ Whereas 
certain persons trading as moneylenders carry on 
their business of lending money by deceptive methods 7 
and it is expedient that swch moneylenders and their methods of 
carrying on such business of money lending should be subject to 
control.’ The Bill itself goes far beyond the preamble; it 
lies to all moneylenders as defined by the wide definition in 
the Bill ; it prohibits, under a heavy penalty, the use of any alias ; 
it permits moneylending transactions to be reopened on applica- 
tion to the court, and relief to be given in cases where the rate 
of interest charged exceeds certain specified limits, and the 
transaction is considered to be harsh and unreasonable. To 
effect such purposes as these further legislation is, of course, 
required ; but, after Gordon v. Street, it cannot be said that, 
under the law as it stands, the courts are unable to control the 
dealings of moneylenders in cases of deception or material error. 








NOTICES IN RESPECT OF SHARES OF DECEASED 
MEMBERS. 


Tue recent judgment of Kexewicu, J., in Allen v. Gold Reefs of 
West Africa (Limited) (1899, 2 Ch. 40) deals with a question 
which frequently arises in the administration of companies. In 
the case of the deathfof a member and of notice to the company 
of the death, is it possible for a notice to be effectively served 
which shall make the estate of the deceased member liable for 
eills or which shall entitle the company to forfeit the shares 
standing in hisname? ‘The casein which a member is dead, 
but the company have no notice of his death, was dealt with 
by Kennepy, J., and the Court of Appeal in New Zealand 
Gold Co. v. Peacock (1894, 1 Q. B. 622), and it was held 
that notice of a call was well served by being made 
out in the name of the deceased member and posted to the 
address appearing on the register. In that case no provision 
was made by the articles as to service of notice upon the repre- 
sentatives of a deceased member, and it was argued that after 
the death of a member notice in respect of his shares became 
impossible until they had been transferred into the name of some 
other person. Since under the ordinary articles of association 
the executors are under no obligation to place the name of a 
living person on the register, but have simply an option either 
to go on the register themselves or to transfer to someone else, 
this argument meant that the company might be debarred 
from giving any effective notice at all. Linpiey, LJ., 
in his judgment declined to arrive at this conclusion. ‘The 
articles,” he said, ‘‘are so drawn that they do not provide for 
dead men, nor for notice to dead men, nor for notice to any- 
bedy in the place of dead men. It is said that it is part of the 
bargain between the shareholders and the company that if a 
member dies, and the company are going on and have no notice 
of his death, his estate cannot be called upon to pay calls. On 
the construction of the articles, I think it is obvious that no 
such hargain was intended. We must put a reasonable con- 
struction upon the articles, and I have no doubt that 
until notice of his death reaches the company calls may be made 
in respect of his shares by notices sent to his registered address 
just as if he were stilla member. . In order not to 
make these articles absurd we must hold that a deceased member 
remains a member until notice is given.” 

Davey, L.J., in his jadgment in the same case arrived at the 
same result as Linpcey, L.J., and he held that a deceased 
member or his estate remains a member for the purpose of the 
articles so long as his name remains on the register without 
notice to the company of his death. But he also intimated that 


. | the deceased member, and his 








when such notice came to the company their title to the 
deceased member as still a member “T do not think,” 
he said, ‘that if they had notice of the death of the member 
they could rely on service upon him at hie registered place of 
address, and nothing that we say in this case touches that 
question. Itis the duty of the representatives of a deceased 
member to give notice of his death to the company at the earliest 
possible opportunity ; and if they wish the company not to 

on treating him as still on the books, it is the duty of tie 
executors to give notice to the company of their desire to become 
members in his place.” The latter part of this is, as 
Kexewicn, J., observed in Allen y. Gold Reefs of West Africa 
(supra), not altogether clear. It seems to imply that if the 
executors do not choose to go on the register themselves, the 
company, even after notice of the death, would be entitled to 
treat the deceased member as stilla member. But probably 
Lord Davey meant no more than that someone must always be 
liable to receive notice of calls in respect of the shares. 
‘Tt would surprise,” he said, ‘ most — to hear that 
without [@ special] article you cannot make a call upon and 
enforce it against the estate of a deceased member.” In 
the case in question, however, it was not necessary to determine 
how the notice could be given after the death had come to the 
knowledge of the company, and the decision only went to holding 
that the deceased member remained a member for the purpose 
of notices at any rate until the company were aware of his 
death. 

The subject of the rights and liabilities arising in res of _ 
the shares of a deceased member was considered also in the case 
James v. Buena Ventura Nitrate Grounds Syndicate (Limited) 
(44 W. R. 372; 1896, 1 Ch. 456), the immediate question 
being the right of the legal personal representative of a deceased 
member to an allotment of new shares to which the deceased 
member, had he beenliving, would have beenentitled. The opinion 
of Lord Herscuett seems to have been in favour of substituting 
the legal personal representatives for the deceased member to the 
extent of such member’s estate. ‘‘ Would it not be reasonable,” 
he said in the course of the argument, ‘‘ to say that the burdens 
and privileges of members pass to their legal personal 
representatives?”? And in his judgment he intimated that the 
estate of the deceased member was still liable in respect of calls, 
and used this liability as a reason for giving to his estate the 
benefit of the allotment of new shares. There was the 
difficulty that the offer of the new shares was to be made to the 
holder of the old shares, and the articles did not provide for an 
offer to his personal representatives; but Lord Herscretu did 
not think this a sufficient reason for denying to the estate of 
the deceased member an advantage which was offered to all the 
other persons who were members of the company, whilst 
continuing to hold that estate liable to all the burdens attaching 
to the shares registered in his name. 

This view was also taken by Ricny, L.J., in his jigues in 
the same case, which had previously been approved by A. L. 
Smirn, L.J. “ Speaking generally,” he said, “the executors of 
a deceased member of a limited ane as representing his 
estate are entitled to all the profits and advantages attaching to 
the shares belonging to their testator, and subject to all the 
incidental liabilities, although in terms such profits, advantages, 
and liabilities would seem to attach to members only.” d 
then, after pointing out that the executors of a deceased 
member are entitled to receive a dividend in respect of 
his shares, the learned lord justice dealt specifically 
with their liability to pay calls. “It could hardly be 
contended,” he said, ‘‘that under article 4, providing that 
the directors may make calls upon the members, the estate of 
representatives as representing 
that estate, are not liable to bear calls made after his death so 
long as his share remains uotransferred. The liability for calls 
exists notwithstanding the fact the required notice cannot be 
effectually given to a dead man, because it may be given to his 
representatives; though if the my is not aware of his 
death, notice served at his registered address is sufficient when 
the articles provide for such service upon members.” And in 
support of the last proposition reference was made to New 
Zealand Gold Co. vy. Peacock (supra). : 

In the recent case of Allen v. Gold Reefs of West Africa (supra) 
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the question arose upon a notice that certain shares standing 
in the name of the deceased member would be forfeited upon 
non-payment of arrears of calls with interest by a given day. 
The company were aware of the death of the member, and the 
notice was sent addressed to the member at his registered 
address, and also to his executors. For a reason which is not 
clear, the notice to the executors was at once dismissed as 
ineffective, and Kexewicu, J., in his judgment, confined himself 
to the question of the validity of the notice addressed to the 
deceased member. Upon the authority of the above cases, he 
had no difficulty in holding that this notice was bad. From the 
quotations from New Zealand Gold Co, v. Peacock it seems 
corrat to say that the Court of Appeal in that case 
only contemplated that the company could give effective notices 
to a deceased member until they were aware of his death, and 
there is nothing to conflict with this in James v. Buena Vent ur 
§c., Syndicate. But to make the reasoning in these cases con- 
sistent it is necessary to assume that, immediately after the fact 
of the death is known, the legal personal representatives take 
the place of the deceased member for all purposes short of im- 
posing on them personal liability, and to them accordingly any 
notices affecting the deceased members’ shares can be given. 
Although the articles provide only for notice to ‘‘ members,” 
yet for the purpose of securing continuity both in the rights and 
liabilities attaching totheshares, the word is construed liberally and 
notices to the personal representatives, whether conferring rights 
or imposing liabilities, are good. Mr. Justice Kexewicu seems to 
have taken a different view, and to have considered that, since 
the notice could not, after the company were aware of the death, 
be given to the deceased member, therefore it could be given to no 
one, and that the company were at adeadlock. To provide against 
the possibility of this result a special article is frequently inserted, 
under which notice to a deceased member is effectual, whether 
the company have or have not notice of his death, until some 
other person is registered in his place. And having regard to 
the present decision of Kexrwicu, J., the insertion of such a 
provision is a prudent precaution. It is very doubtful, how- 
ever, whether it is really necessary, and it seems safe to say, in 
accordance with the plainly-expressed opinion of Lord 
Herscuett and Riesy, L.J., in James v. Buena Ventura, §c., 
Syndicate, that so soon as a company are aware of a member’s 
death, they can then serve notices of calls, or notices for other 
purposes, on his legal personal representatives. 








REVIEWS. 
PARISH LAW. 


Steer’s Parish LAw: BErmnG A DIGEST or THE LAW RELATING 
TO THE CIVIL AND ECCLESIASTICAL GOVERNMENT OF PARISHES 
AND THE RELIEF OF THE Poor, SixtH Epirion. By WALTER 
Henry MacnaMara, Assistant Master of the Supreme Court. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


This edition fully maintains the reputation earned by the previous 
editions of this work. Important alterations in the law affecting 
both the civil and the ecclesiastical parish have come into force 
during the nine years which have elapsed since the last edition: as 
to civil matters the Local Government Act, 1894, and as to ecclesi- 
astical the Clergy Discipline Act, 1892, and the Benefices Act, 1898, 
may be mentioned. The alterations in the law have necessitated the 
re-writing of a large proportion of the book, and the addition of 
much new matter. The editor has acquitted himself well of a 
difficult task, and has produced a book which will be of great service 
both to lawyers and to parochial officers. It does not, of course, 
profess to be a complete treatise upon every subject with which 
it deals. In a digest of this kind it is often desirable, where a subject 
cannot be exhaustively treated, to refer the reader to some more 
special work where he will find fuller information : this method might 
have been adopted with advantage in the work under review. Eor 
instance, the very difficult questions which arise on the Burial Acts, 
and on the application to them of the Local Government Act, 1894, 
cannot be fully discussed in a work of this character; but it seems to 
us that they should not be passed over in silence without a word of 
warning and reference to some standard work on the subject. A few 
more of the decided cases bearing on the different subjects of the work 
might have been added without unduly swelling the volume, and the 
index is scarcely adequate; this latter deficiency is, however, to a 
large extent met by the use of frequent sub-titles printed in bold type. 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY. 


THe Law or Empuoyers’ LIABILITY AND WORKMEN'S CoMPENg,. 
TION. Sxzgonp Epition. By TaHomas BEvEN, Barrister-at-Lay, 
Waterlow Brothers & Layton (Limited). 


This is the most complete work on the subject which has coms 
under our notice. Its scheme of arrangement is excellent ; in the 
four initial chapters the author explains the general law of the 
relations between employer and workmen; then follow Lord C 
bell’s Act, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, 1897, all fully annotated. In an appendix arg 
contained the text of the two latter Acts without notes, the defini. 
tions contained in the Factories and Workshop Acts and incorporated 
in the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, the statutory rules under 
the last-mentioned Act, and various regulations and forms relating to 
proceedings under that Act. The notes are full and complete, and the 
decided cases are brought thoroughly up to date—no easy task in view 
of the mass of litigation to which the Act of 1897 has given rise. A eon. 
siderable number of county court decisions are reported in the notes, 
and these are often of use in the solution of the numerous difficultigy 
of construction which beset the path of the interpreter of the Act of 
1897. The plan of setting out the plain text of that Act in addition 
to the annotated text deserves a word of commendation: where an 
annotated text only is available itis difficult to obtain a connected 
view of the Act or even of individual sections. Mr. Beven attempts 
in some places to find solutions for some of the problems of the Agt 
of 1897 which have not been the subject of judicial exposition; his 
suggestions are always plausible, often ingenious, but he naturally 
puts them forward with hesitancy and diffidence. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

Mr. Serjeant Stephen’s New Commentaries on the Laws of 
England (partly founded on Blackstone). By His Honour Judge 
STEPHEN. Thirteenth Edition. By ARCHIBALD Brown, E 
Barrister-at-Law. Thoroughly Revised and Modernised and bro 
down to the present time. In Four Volumes. Butterworth & Co, 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


PURVES v. ‘‘ STRAITS OF DOVER’’ STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.). 
29th June. 


Sxip—SeaMAN—TERMINATION OF SeRvicE AnroaAp—‘‘ Passace Home ”= 
Mercoant Suipprnec Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 60), s. 186, supe 
SECTION 2 (¢). 


Appeal from the judgment of Mathew, J. (reported 1899, 1 Q. B. 38, 
4 Com. Cas1). The plaintiff was a sea-going fireman and the defendants 
were the owners of the steamship Straits of Dover. The action was to 
recover £1 5s. 3d. for passage and maintenance money under section 186, 
sub-section 2 (c), of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. The follo 
were the agreed facts: On the 19th of January, 1898, the plaintiff shi 
on board the Straits of Dover at Newport, Monmouth, as a fireman, 
articles of agreement of that date, wherein the plaintiff’s birthplace wai 
described as Everlady, Haddington, his port of engagement odie asd, 
Windmill-street, Glasgow, and his home address as 90, Roseley-drive, 
Denniston, Glasgow, and the intended voyage was described as 
‘‘Newport to Rio de Janeiro and (or) any ports or places within the 
of 75 degrees N. and 60 degrees S. latitude, the maximum time to be om 
years’ trading in any rotation, and to end in the United Kingdom o 
Continent of Europe between the Elbe and Brest (inclusive) at master’s 
option,’”? The plaintiff served on board the vessel on the voyage 
contemplated, which ended on the 9th of May, 1898, at Anta 
which is between the Elbe and Brest. On the termination of 
voyage the master paid off the crew at Antwerp, and in addition & 
their wages tendered, in the manner provided by the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894, to each member of the crew the sum of 12s. 6d. for the purpos 
of providing him with a passage from Antwerp to Harwich, together with 
maintenance on the p e, All the members of the crew accepted this 
sum except the plaintiff, who refused to accept either his wages or his 

assage and maintenance money unless he were paid in respect of the 

tter sufficient to enable him to proceed to Newport, and he claimed ia 

t of such paseage and maintenance money £1 5s. 3d., which 

master refused to pay. The wages due to the plaintiff were remitted in the 
ordinary course to the Mercantile Marine Office at Newport, where they 
were subsequently received by him. It was agreed that the sums # 
12s. 6d. and £1 5s. 3d. were proper cums to provide the plaintiff wilt 
passage and maintenance money from Antwerp to Harwich and 
Antwerp to Newport respectively. By section 186 of the Merchawt 
Shipping Act, 1894, (1) (4) * Where the services of any seaman or spe 
belonging to any British ship terminates at any port out of Her Majesty's 
dominions . . . (2) The master shall also, besides paying 
to which the seaman or apprentice is entitled, either (a) p 
him with adequate employment on some other 
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ship bound to the port in Her Majesty’s dominions at which 
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was originally shipped, or to a port in the United Kingdom 

d to by the ceaman ; or (4) furnish the means of sending him back to 
some such port; or (c) provide him with a passage home. . . .” 
Mathew, J., gave judgment for the plaintiff for the amount claimed. Th 
defendants appealed, and contended that a passage home in section 186, 
gub-ection 2 (c), did not mean the port at which the seamen was originally 
shipped or a port in the United Kingdom agreed to by the seaman, but 
meant any port in the seaman’s country, and that therefore a passage to 
Harwich was sufficient. 

Taz Covrt (A. L. Smrrn, Vavenaw Writiams, and Romer, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Sourn, L.J., said that in his opinion the true construction of 
section 186, sub-section 2 (c), was to read it as referring shortly to the 
same port as that described at greater length in clauses (a) and (5). That 
was the opinion of Lord Esher, M.R., and his own opinion in Edwards v. 
Steel, Young, § Co. (45 W. R. 689; 1897, 2 Q. B. 327), though it was in that 
case unnecessary to decide the point, and he adbered t> that opinion. The 
words ‘“‘passage home’’ in clause (c) meant passage and maintenance 
money to the port at which the seaman was originally shipped or to some 

rt in the United Kingdom agreed to by the eeaman. The plaintiff, 
therefore, was entitled to succeed, and the judgment must be affirmed. 

Vavonan Witiiams and Romer, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsgi, Robson, 
Q.0., and J. D. A. Johnson; Joseph Walton, Q.C., and Lewis Noad. 
Soricrors, Pattinson § Brewer ; Botterell § Roche. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


GORDON v. STREET. No.1. 16th and 28th June. 


C. srract—FRrAvD—MIsREPRESENTATION AS TO IDENTITY oF CONTRACTING 
Party—ReEpPvupiaTION. 


In this case the plaintiff applied for judgment or a new trial in an action 
tried before Bucknill, J., anda jury. Tae plaintiff, Isaac Gordon, was a 
moneylender, and the action was brought against the defendant as maker 
ofa promissory note. The facts of the case are fully stated in the judg- 
ment, and it is sufficient to s‘ate here that the defence to the action was, 
in substance, that the defendant had never intended to contract with the 
plaintiff; and that he bad been induced to make the promissory note by 
the fraud of the plaintiff in reprerenting that he was one Addison. At the 
conclusion of the arguments the court reserved judgment. 

June 28.—Tug Court (A. L. Suirn, Ricsy, and Vavenan Wi tt1ams, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

A. L, Surrn, L J., read a judgment in which he taid : The question in this 
case is whether a person, whose evil reputation in business is such that no 
man Will deal with him, can, after fraudulently concealing his identity and 
thus inducing another to enter into a contract which he otherwise would 
not have done, prevent that other, when sued by the defrauding party 
upon the contract, from insisting upon the ordinary defence of the 
defrauded—viz., that he had been induced by the fraud of the plaintiff to 
enter into the contract sued on. The plaintiff, Isaac Gordon, is a money- 
lender, and he sues the defendant upon his promissory note for £150, dated 
the 19th of August, 1898, in favour of George James Addison, to secure an 
advance of £100, the extra £50 being for interest. Whether George James 
Addizon is a fictitious name or that of the plaintiff's manager I do not 
know, for, although the plaintiff swore in the box that it was a fictitious 
name, J find him writing to the defendant as late as the 28th of December, 
1898, that the defendant was to address all communications to him and not 
again to “‘my manager, Mr. Addison, of my London office, as the matter is 
entirely out of his hands, and I have given bim instructions not to have any- 
thing more to do with the matter.’”’ On which side lies the truth as to this I 
do not know, but I will assume that the name is fictitious, as the plaintiff 
swore. In the view I take of this case it is immaterial whether it be so or 
not, for to liken this case, as it has been, to that of a person trading under 
a firm's name, or to that of an agent contracting in his own name for an 
undisclosed principal, is to liken it to that with which it has no similitude, 
and between which and it there is in reality nothing in common. The 
defence of the defendant is that he was induced to borrow the money and 
to sign the note sued on by the fraud of the plaintiff, and that upon dis- 
covering the fraud he repudiated the transaction. The questions which 
were left to the jury by my brother Bucknill and the answers thereto were 
these: (1) Did the plaintiff intentionally conceal from the defendant that 
he was Isaac Gordon to induce him (the defendant) to borrow money of 
bim as if from another, and, if eo, was the defendant so induced ?—Yes. 
(2) Did he—i.e., Isaac Gordon—do so fraudulently?—Yee. (3) Did the 
defendant contract with Addison believing him to be a moneylender of 
that name?—Yes. (4) Did the defendant repudiate the contract eo soon 
88, or within a reasonable time after, he discovered that Addison was really 
Gordon :—The defendant repudiated the contract within a reasonable time 
alter he knew he could do s>. It was argued for the plaintiff that theee 
findings were immaterial, because the fraud proved was not material 
to the contract sued on; for, whether the defendant contracted with 
Issac Gordon cr with any other lender of money to take a loan of £100 
and pay £50 for it, it was the same thing to the defendant, for, when ths 
day of payment arrived, the defendant by law would have to pay the 
money contracted to be paid to whomsoever he had contracted to pay it, 
and it mattered not to him who that person was. In my opinion, the first 
point Which arises is not whether the fraud was material to the con- 
tract entered into, but whether the fraud was material to the inducement 
Which brought about the contract; and, if so, the jury having found 
the fact of fraud, I cannot doubt that the fraudulent concealing of the 


Plaintiff’s name was that which induced the defendant to enter into the con- 


tract upon which he is now eued, and was therefore material to the induce- 


a On what ground is it to bs said that a defendant who has been induced 
y frand into signing a contract, when sued upon it, caunot set up the well- 








known defence that he was induced by the fraud of the plaintiff to enter 
into it? If the fraud be material to the inducement, it appears to me 
plain that he can. And further, I will say that to enter into a contract for 
a loan with a creditor such as Isaac Gordon (I will give his own descrip- 
tion of himself in a moment) so that, when the day for payment arrives, 
oo borrower oe ~—_ no possible chance of a day’s or even an 
our’s grace, but on the con has the certainty of bei 

with writs and threats of wine, and bailiffs pos genta Ep 
(see P my ‘s letter of the 19th of December, 1898, under the name 
of Addison, about which hereafter), whereby life is rendered unbearable, 
and health is often injured, is by no means, in my opinion, the same thing 
as entering into a contract for a loan with a man who, when the of 
payment arrives, does none of there thing:, but on the contrary deals in a 
fair and non-oppressive manner ; and to contract with the oppressive class 
is very much to the detriment of the borrower. I am by no means prepared 
to eay that the fraud in this cwe was not material to the contract itself. 
But, whether it be so or not, I will refer to a passage in the judgment of 
the Lord Chancellor (Lord Chelmeford) in the House of Lords in Smith v. 
Kay (7 H. L. ©. 750, at p. 759), when dealivg with the contention of the 
immateriality of a representation, which passage is very much in point. 
He says: ‘‘ But can it be permitted to a party who has practised deception 
with a view to a particular end, which has been a‘ by it, to speculate 
upon what might have been the result if there had been a full communica- 
tion of the truth?’’ I apply this to the present case. [The learned judge 
also referred to a passage in the judgment of Sir John Romilly, M.R., 10 
Pulsford v. Richards (1 W. R, 295, 22 L. J. Oh. 559, at p. 562) ] It was 
pressed upon us in argument that, if we upheld the verdict aud judgment 
given against Isaac Gordon in this care, no moneylender hereafter would 
be able to trade except in bis own name, and that this would be most 
detrimental and unjust to the community. But this is not so, and in 
deciding this case I decide nothing of the kind, for I would point out that 
amongst moneylenders, as in other ranks of life, there are many given to 
fair dealing and others given to the most rapacious tyranny known to man- 
kind, and if a moneylender of the first kind honestly trades in an assumed 
name, that is one case, and clearly not this case, but, if a moneylender of 
the second class secretes his own name and uses another name for the 
express purpose of fraudulently inducing a man to trade with him and to 
get that man into his clutches, that is altogether another and a different 
case, and the two are entirely distinct. The defendant in this case isa 
gentleman who in the month of August, 189%, was desirous of borrowing 
£100, and the following advertisement attracted his attention: ‘' Money 
promptly and privately advanced in sums of £50 to £50,000 to nobility 
. . « Jadiex and gentlemen . -on their own promissory note 
ae. without any unnecessary routine, securities, or preliminary fees, 
at about one-tenth of the interest charged elsewhere. The strictest 
privacy guaranteed, and those in need of financial accommodation without 
any of the objectionable features of the ordinary loan office are cordially 
invited to appry to me personally or by letter.’’ (Signed) ‘‘ George James 
Addison, 3, Holles-street, Cavendish-square.’’ A passage from Pothier’s 
Traité des Obligations, s. 19, cited by Fry, J., in Smith vy. Wheateroft 
(27 W. R. 42, 9 Ch. D. 223), in which case, however, the learned 
judge expressly held that there had been no fraud, seems to me to be 
important, supposing there was no fraud applicable to the present case, 
and I will cite the passage. It is this: ‘‘ Does errorin regard to the 
person with whom I contract destroy the consent and annul the agree- 
ment? I think that this question ought to be decided by @ distinction. 
Whenever the consideration of the person with whom I am williog to con- 
tract enters as an element into the contract which I am willing to make, 
error with regard to the destroys my consent and consequently 
annuls the contract. Onthe contrary, when the consideration of the 
person with whom I thought I was contracting does not enter at all into 
the contract, and I should have been equally willing to make the contract 
with any person whatever as with him with whom I thought I was con- 
tracting, the contract ought to stand.’’ Now, the advertisement above- 
mentioned points out that George James Addison, with whom the defend- 
ant thought he was a. was not as ordinary loan offices were, and 
that he traded at one-tenth of the interest charged elsewhere, and this 
appears to me to afford evidence that with a man trading as Addison said 
he did the defendant was willing to contract, and that the consideration 
of the person did enter into the contract, aud upon this ground apart from 
fraud the contract ought not to stand. But in this case there is the 
additional element why the contract ought not to stand—viz., the un- 
doubted fraud of Isaac Gordon, who is now suing upon the contract 
ifduced by his own fraud. [The learned judge here quoted from 
letters of Gordon to shew what manner of man he was, and continued :] 
The defendant stated, and the jury believed bim, that if he had known 
that Addison was Gordon he would not have answered his advertisement 
or signed the promissory note, aud that he would have done anything 
rather than go to Gordon; that he hai known of Gordon from what he 
had read, and that he believed the adverti-ement of Addison was one by a 
person of that name. I have not the slightest doubt that the findings of 
the jury on the questions left to them upon this part of the case were 
absolutely accurate and should be upheld. Un the ques'ion of repudiating 
the note in time the learned judge said: In my opinion, considering what 
was taking place, the Japse of time between the 20th of December, 1898, 
or possibly the 28th of December, when Gordon first disclosed his i > 
or the 6th of January, 1899, is not such as to lead to the conc!usion that 
the defendant had elected not to avoid the contract, but, on the contrary, 
he has elected to avoid it, and the jury in my opinion were well warranted 
in answering the fourth question as they did, and there is good evidence 
to support it. In my judgment the verdict aud judgment must :tind, and 
the appeal must be dismissed with ccsts. 


Riosy and Vavewan Writs, L,JJ., concurred. Appoal dismissed, 
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CounssL, Montague Shearman; Hugh Fraser. So.tctrors, D. Davis ; Jekyll 
& Green. 
[Reported by F. O, Rovixson, Barrister-at-Law.1 
COWEN rv, TRUEFITI (LIM.). No. 2. 


LawpLonp anp Tenant—Lease—Construction—MistakE=F asa Demon- 
STRATIO—RECTIFICATION, 


28th and 29th June. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J. (reported 47 W. R. 
29; 1898, 2Ch. 551). The defendants were owners for a term of years of 
the premises 13 and 14, Old Bond-street, and by an underlease of the 24th 
of December, 1895, they demiscd to the plaintiff four rooms on the second 
floors of Nos. 13 ani 14 and one room on the third floor of No. 14, 
‘** together with free ingress and egress for the lessee, her servants, and 
customers through the staircase and passages of No. 13 aforesaid to and 
from the premises hereby demised on the second floor of the said messuages, 
Nos. 13 and 14 aforesaid.”” There was no staircase in No. 13 leading 
directly to the demised premis2s, the only staircase which give such access 
having been pulled d,wn when the lift was made in 1893; thera wasa 
staircase in No. 14 which was entered through the defendants’ shop on 
the ground floor of No. 14. The defendants declined to allow the plaintiff 
to use this staircase except ia the case of fire or other emergency, and 
insisted that she and her customers must gain access to the demised 
premises by means of the lift in No. 13. It was admitted that the 
reference in the underlease to the staircase by which access was granted 
wa3 not in accordance with the facts and had been inserted in this form by 
mistake. The plaintiff a‘ked for a declaration that she was entitled on 
the true construction of the underlease to a right of access to the demised 
premises by the staircase in No. 14. Romer, J., held that a right of access 
over the staircase in No. 14 passed to the plaintiff, and that the words ‘‘ of 
No. 13”’ might be rejected as falsa demonstratio. 

Tue Court (Linviry, M.R., Jeune, P., and Riesy, L.J. 
appeal. 

Linptey, M.R.—The subject-matter of this litigation is the access to 
which the plaintiff is entitled in order to get to the second floors of Nos. 
13 and 14, Old Bond-street, which have been let to her by the plamtiffs, 
the owners and occupieis of the ground and first floors. The defendants 
say that the only access it was agreed she should have was by the lift, and 
that she was only to use the back staircase in the case of fire or the lift 
being out of order. The plaintiff says she was to use the back staircace 
for all necessary purposes. I think there 1s no doubt that the real agree- 
ment was that she should have the use of the lift and a ttaircase. Now, 
the original plan contains a mistake which has mislei both parties, in that 
it has on the face of it what appours to be a staircaze descending from the 
second floor to the ground floor of No. 13, and what it leases is mgre*s and 
egress through the staircase and passages of No. 13. As a matter of fact 
there is no staircase in No 13. Now, itis said that, by a mode of con- 
struction, you can come to the conclusion that the description is inapplic- 
able to the building, and that the words ‘‘ No. 13’’ may be rejected as 
Salsa demonstratio. ‘The difficulty about that is that I do not know whether 
the maxim of fa/sa demonstratio is applicable where you cannot see exactly 
what the parties did mean. But I protest altogether against Mr. Levett’s 
doctrine that the maxim can only be applied where the false description 
comes at the end of the description. Tue doctrine of falsa demonstratio is 
nowhere better stated than in Jarman on Wills, at p. 742 of the last 
edition. [His lordship read the passage, and continued:]. To limit the 
doctrine in the way suggested would be to deprive it of half its merits. 
It is a principle of good cense if you find a description which is per- 
fectly intelligible as a whole, but is rendered unintelligible by a part, 
t> eliminate the part which renders the whole unintelligible. But 
this principle is only to be applied if you can reject that piece which 
makes the whole inapplicable. I should hesitate, therefore, to come to 
the conclusion that the plaiutiff is entitled to the back staircase on the 
maxim, as the rejection of the words *‘ of No. 13’’ does not leave ade crip- 
tion which can be understood to apply to the back staircase and notbing 
else. Buton the question of rectification I think there is no difficulty 
whatever. There his been a mistake, and I think Romer, J., w a8 quite right 
in rectifying the lease us he did. The appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Jevung, P., and Ricny, L.J., delivered judgments to the same eff-ct.— 
Counsat, Levett, .C., and Brooke, for the appellants: the respondent 
appeared in person. Soxicrrors, W. H. Herbert ; W. Hil’on Perkin, 

[Reported by J. I. Srintiye, Barrister-at-Law. } 


dismissed the 


OLIVER v. HINTON. No. 2. 


EaviranteE Mortcace—Sunseauent Prrcwaser ror VALvE 
Notice — Priorrry—INavirny—Gross NEGLIGENCE, 


29th June. 


WITHOUT 


This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J. The plaintiff was an 
equitable mortgagee by deposit of the title deeds of some houses which 
the mortgagor subsequently sold to the defendant without any notice of 
the mortgage. The purchaser did not employ a colicitor, but managed 
the transaction through an agent. The agent did not require any abstract 
of title, but he did ask about the deeds, and the vendor said that they 
would not be delivered up becauce they related also to other property of 
greater value. Tne purchaser’s agent did not ask to tee the decds, and 
consequently did not become aware of the mortgage. The plaintiff 
having brought an action to enforce her charge against the purchaser, 
Komer, J., held that che was entitled to priority over the parchaser, cn 
the ground that there had been gross negligence in not requiring tho 
production of the title deeds. The defendant appealed. 

Tur Court (Lixviey, M.R., Jecne, P., and Ricsy, L.J.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Linptey, M.R.—The plaintiff in this case hasa good equitable mortgage, 
and she cannot be charged with neglect in not taking a legal mortgage, 








though, of course, she ran the risk of losing her priority by reason of g 
subsequent purchaser for value without notice of her security. But the 
only person who, coming after her in point of time, can override her 
charge is a bond fide purchaser for value. That does not mean a 

who has certainly no notice, but who is so grossly careless that he dogg 
not take the most ordinary precautions. I do not suggest any fraud on 
the part of the purchaser or her agent, who gave his evidence with perfect 
candour. He said that he asked where the deeds were, and was told that 
they would be retained. That was all he did. No abstract was asked for, 
and no inquiry as to title made. Is a purchaser of real property to be 
treated as a bond fide purchaser for value without notic» who buy 
property, and makes no other inquiry than this? It would be the 
greatest injustice if a purchaser who has acted with such gross careless. 
ness as this were to be allowed to deprive an innocent mortgagee of her 
security. I will say a word about the judgment of James, L.J., in 
Rateliffe v. Barnard (19 W. R. 340, 6 Ch. App. 652). I think the decision 
of the learned judge was quite right as to the case before him, but that he 
goes too far. When he says that the negligence must be so great as to 
amount to fraud, I cannot go with him. I think that negligence so grogg 
as to make it unjust that a subsequent purchaser for value should depriya 
another person of his priority is sufficient. 

Jeune, P., and Ricny, L.J., delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
CounseL, Cavanagh; Rowden, Q.C., and J. B. Mathews. Soxicrrors, 
Timbrell § Deighton, for Dobbs § Hill, Worcester; A. Hunt, for R. A. Essex, 
Worcester. 

Reporsed by J. I. Srintixe, Barrister-at-Law. 

FRIARY, HOLROYD, & HEALY’S BREWERIES v. SINGLETON. 

No. 2. 28th June. 


LanpLorp AND Tenant —Lease—Ortion to Purcuase Freenoip —Nortice 
to Lessorn—Eq@viTAbLe ASssiGNEE. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J. (reported 47 W.R. 93), 
A lease of a public house at Aldershot contained a covenant by the lessor 
that if the lessee, his executors, administrators, or assigns, should at any time 
during the term thereby granted be desirous of purchasing the freehold of 
the premises at the price of £450, and of such intention should give six 
months’ notice in writing to the lessor, his heirs or assigns, he or they would 
convey euch freehold to the lessee. The plaintiffs were the successors of a 
brewery company (hereinafter called the old company), to which the 
leasehold premises and right of pre-emption had been assigned in 1889. The 
old company continued business down to 1895, but was not finally dissolved 
till after the above action had been commenced. By an agreement dated 
the 25th of June, 1895, the old company agreed to sell to the plaintiffs all 
their undertaking and assets, including the benefit of all business and other 
rights held by, and all rights of action and property of every description 
belonging to the old company. ‘There was never any leg] assignment to 
the plaintiffs of the lease with the benefit of the option. At this time the 
freehold had become vested in the defendant Mrs. Singleton. On the 14th 
of December, 1896, the plaintiffs’ secretary wrote to the defendants son, 
who acted as her agent: ‘‘ Will you kindly inform me if you are willmg 
that my company should complete this purchase at once instead of 
waiting till next year?’’ The plaintiffs relied on this letter as being 
sufficient notice of their intention to exercise the option under the 
lease. Neither the defendant nor her son knew that the plaintiffs 
were not the same company as the old company, or that the old 
company had made an equitable assignment of the term to the 
plaintiffs. The defendant’s son, who acted for her, was ynder the 
impression that the defendant was bound to sell to the plaintiffs. In 
January, 1897, the defendant's solicitors sent an abstract to the plaintiffs 
which set out in full the covenant relating to the option. Some corre- 
spondence ensued, but no objection as to notice was raised till July, 1897. 
Ultimately the defendant refused to comp!ete, and the plaintiffs brought 
an action for specific performance. Romer, J., held that the plaintiffs, not 
being the legal assignees of the lease, were not the persons entitled to 
give the notice, and dismissed the action. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tur Covrt (Liyvtey, M.R., Jeune, P., and Ricny, L.J.) allowed the 
appeal on the ground that, though the plaintiffs were not assigns within 
the meaning of the covenant, the conclusion to be drawa from the cor- 
respondence was that the defendant had waived her right to notice, and 
was consequently precluded from taking the objection.—Counsex, Farwell, 
Q.C., and Fletcher; Neville, QC., and Bristowe. Soxtcrrons, Capron § 
Goddard, for Peacock § Sparkes, Guildford ; Ingoldby § Adkin. 

[Reported by J. I. Srinuinc, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE LAGUNAS NITRATE CO (LIM.) v. THE LAGUNAS SYNDICATE 
(LIM.) AND OTHERS. No. 2. 26th June. 


Comrany—Promorers—Finvctany Retation—Sate ny VPromorers 
Company—No Inperenpent Direcrors—Non-Disciosu ke—MIsRerRe 
SENTATION—RESCISSION. 

This was an appe:l from a decision of Romer, J. The action was broughit 
by the plaintiff company against the defendant syndicate for rescission, om 
the grounds of misrepresentation in the prospectus of the plaintiff company 
and other grounds, of a contract made in June, 1894, for the purchase by 
the company from the syndicate of some nitrate grounis and works at 
Laguna, Chili, and for damages. The property in question original 
belonged to the defendant syndicate and its directors, and the plain 
compapy was in 1894 formed by them to acquire it. ‘Tae price was 
£850,000, of which £550,000 was in cash and £300,000 in fully-paid shares, 
which had been re-sold by the syndicate at a profit of £24,000, The only 
dividend ever paid by the plaintiff company was a half-year’s dividend a 
the rate of 15 per cent. per annum in Sombe, 1894. Up to December, 
1895, the boards of the syndicate and the company consisted of the same 
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ersons. In December, 1895, new directors of the company were elected, 
and on the 13th of January, 1896, they instituted the present action. The 
grounds alleged for rescission were misrepresentations in the prospectus, 
preach of trust, misfeasance, and breach of contract. The plaintiffs did not 
allege fraud, but relied on the a of the syndicate and its 
directors as promoters of the company. ey alleged that the property was 
cold at an exorbitant price without independent investigation; and that the 
prospectus did not disclose the onerous nature of certain contracts referred 
to therein as beneficial; that the nitrate works and water supply agreed to 
be sold as completed at the date of sale had not then been in fact completed ; 
and that the water supply agreed therein to be supplied was not in fact in 
existence, and what there was was wholly a. saan and that the 

{us containcd misreprecentations in these respects. The defendants 

venied that there was any concealment or misrepresentation, and pleaded 
that the bargain was a fair one, and beneficial to the company. 
Romer, J., dismissed the action, subject to an inquiry as to the damages 
which the company might have sustained by reason of the non-completion 
of a “maquina”’ or factory until the 2nd of September, 1894, and 
defective water supply up to December, 1894. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tar Court (Linpiey, M.R., and Cotuims, L.J., Rieny, L.J., dissentiente) 
d'smissed the appeal. 

linptzy, M.RK.—This case involves the application to a company 
peculiarly formed, and to a large number of disputed facte, of a few well- 
settled principles of law which in their application to the case appear to 
me to conflict with one another. The first principle is that in equity the 
promoters of a company stand ia a fiduciary relation to those persons 
whom they induce to become shareholders in it, and cannot bind the com- 
pany by any contract with themselves without full disclosure of all 
material facts : see Zhe New SombreroPhosphate Co. v. Erlanger (27 W. R. 65, 
3 App. Cas. 1218). Secondly, a company when registered is a corporation 
capable by its directors of binding itself by a contract with them as pro- 
moters, if all material facts are disclosed: see Sal v. Sal § Co. 
(45 W. R. 193; 1897, A. C. 22). Thirdly, directors of a company acting 
within their powers and with reasonable care and honestly in the interests 
of the company, are not personally liable for losses which the company 
may suffer by reason of their mistakes or errors of judgment: see 
Overend, Gurney, § Co. v. Gibb (L. R. 5 H. L. 480). A fowth principle, not 
confined to companies but extending to them, is that a contract can be 
set aside in equity if one party induced the other to enter into it by mis- 
representations of material facts, though the misrepresentations may not 
have been fraudulent. A fifth principle is that a voidable contract cannot 
be rescinded or set aside after the position of the parties has been 
changed so that they cannot be shal to their former position. Now, 
on the facts of this case the defendant syndicate must be regarded as the 
promoter, by its directors, of the plaintiff company, and is, therefore, 
respontible for the acts and omissions of its directors in promoting 
the plaintiff company. The company was registered on the 15th 
of June, 1895. Its memorandum and articles of association were 
signed by the seven directors of the syndicate and twoother persons. The 
memorandum states that the company had been formed to acquire land 
and works of the syndicate, and particularly to carry into effect an agree- 
ment for the purchase of that property already prepared and settled with 
the syndicate, which agreement the directors were empowered to complete 
by clauce 5 of the articles. The agreement was executed on the 18th of 
June, 1894, before any prospectus was issued, by the syndicate and the 
company under their respective seals. Now, the decision in Erlanger’s case 
does not warrant the conclusion that this contract can be treated as no 
contract at all, nor, since Sa/omon’s case, c2n it be treated as so opposed to 
the Companies Acts as to be wltra vires the plaintiff company, or to be void 
on the ground that there were not in truth two parties capable of con- 
tracting with one another. Now, the first ground relied on for setting 
aside this agreement is the formation of the plaintiff company without an 
independent body of directors. Now, Erlanger’s case does not justify the 
conclusion that if a company is avowedly formed with a body of directors 
who are not independent, but who are stated to be the intended vendors 
of a property to the company, the company can set aside an agreement 
entered into by them for the purchase of that property simply because 
they are not an independent board. The agreement in Erlanger’s case was 
vitiated by concealment of the fact that two out of three managing 
directors were agents of the vendors and promoters. Here, in the face of 
the memorandum and articles of association, it is impossible to treat the 
plaintiff company or the members thereof as ignorant of the truth as to 
the position of the directors. After Salomon’s case it cannot be held 
to be the duty of promoters of a company to provide it with au 
independent board of directors if the real truth is disclored to those 
whem the promoters induce to join the company. Treating promoters of 
companies as in a fiduciary relation to them and as having a power of 
appointing trustees—viz., directors—I cannot treat the companies or their 
thareholders as co many cestuis que trustent under disability, nor even as 
cestuis que trustent for whom trustees are appointed without their consent. 
If a person knows that if he becomes a member of a company he will find 
88 directors persons who, in his opinion, ought not to be directors, Le 
should not join the company. If he does be has no right to redre:s on the 
ground that improper persons were appointed directors. J olenti non fi 
injuria applies in such a case to the members of a company, and Salomon’s 
case shews that the company in its corporate capacity is in this respect in 
no better position. ‘The principles on which Salomon's case was decided 
are consistent with those on which Erlanger’s case was decided, but are 
quite inconristent with such an extension of those principles as would be 
hecessary to give the plaintiff company relief against those who formed it 
on the ground that they formed it with an objectionable constitution. 
But notwithstandirg the memorandum and articles of association the 
plaintiff company may have a right to repudiate the contract it entered 











into with the syndicate on the grounds of (1) fraud, (2) misrepresentation 

though not fraudulent, (3) non-disclosure of material facte. Fraud has 

been abandoned as a ground of relief, and the plaintiff company is pre- 

cluded from seeking relief on the ground of fraud either in entering into 

the contract or in not repudiating it. So that this case is distinct from 

cases ke the Panama and South Pacific Telegraph Co. v. India Rubber, §¢., 

Co. (23 W. R. 535, 10 Ch. App. 515). Misrepresentation and concealment 

of material fact remain to considered. Now, there is no evidence to 

shew nor any reason to believe that any misrepresentation was made to, 

or any material fact concealed from, any person who was a member of the 

company at the date when the agreement was entered into. The seven 

promoters of the company and the two other persons who signed the 

memorandum were then the only members. None of these alleged 
that they were deceived, and the history of the case fairly leads to the 

inference that they were not. If, then, the case stopped here, the decision 
in Salomon’s case would preclude the company from having the contract set 

aside. But in Salomon’s case no prospectus was issued and no one ele 

except the promoter and bis nominees was invited to take, nor did any 
one else take, any rhare inthe company. Here the plaintiff company, 

though in one sense formed when registered, was not completely formed as 

contemplated by the promoters until a prospectus had been issued and a 

large capital subscribed. The issue of the prospectus was the last act of 

the promotion. If, therefore, the prospectus concealed or misrepresented 
any material facts, the plaintiff company would be in a position to — 
the sgreement, and Erlanger’s case and Newbiggin v. Adams (37 W. R. 97 

13 A. ©. 308), and the observations of Jessel, M.R., in Re British Seamless 
Paper Box Co. (29 W. R. 690, 17 OC. D. 461) would be more be ye rp eee than 
Salomon’s case. Now, putting together the results arrived at from the 

evidence, I consider it established that the prospectus was seriously mis- 
leading, and that the plaintiff company had the right to repudiate the 
contract by reason of the failure of the syndicate to inform it of the real 

state of things, which was, in fact, seriously misrepresented, or at Jeast not 
properly disclosed, in the prospectus. The directors of the plaiatiff 
company certainly knew all the facts, but they were the persons 
who failed to disclose them and who, as directors of the syndicate, 
formed the plaintiff company. To impute to the plaintiff company 
knowledge which its directors had acquired in another capacity and 
which they did not disclose is neither law nor reason. Nor can the 
fact that the prospectus was issued by the plaintiff company, and 

would have to be so treated as between that company and anyone 

except the directors and the ryndicate for whom they acted, 

avail the syndicate who procured the issue of the prospectus by the 
plaintiff company and thereby completed its promotion and formation. 

If the plaintiff company kad sued the syndicate for a rescission of the 
contract shortly after it had been entered into, the syndicate would have 
had no defence to the action. Now, has the plaintiff company lost this 
tight to have this contract eet aside? This right rests, in my judgment, 

on the issue of the prospectus for which as between the two companies the 
syndicate was responsible. The pereons who issued the prospectus end 
whose failuze to disclose the material facts gave rise to the right to rescind 
were the directors of the plaintiff company and the agents of the syndicate. 
Had these persons any authority to discharge the syndicate from the conse 
quence of their own breach of duty ? Special authority they had none, and 
I cann‘ t construe the general anthority conferred on them by the articles of 
association as authorizing the directors to ecreen or absolve themselves or 
their principals, the syndicate, from the consequences of their own misdeede. 
If such misdeeds were fraudulent, there cou!d bo no doubt whatever on 
the point. But, though the issue of the prospectus was not fraudulent it 
was seriously misleading, and its issue was a clear breach of duty on 
the part of the directors, and it would be contrary to good sense and also 
to well-settled legal principles to hold that they could, whilst they con- 
cealed the facts from the members of the plaintiff company, deprive the 
company of the rights acquired by the concealment of those facts. Mere 
lapse of time, therefore, whilst the origioal directors were in office, cannot 
avail the syndicate in this action. But the real difficulty in the way of 
rescission turns on the impossibility of restoring the parties to their original 
positions. The facts here are very different from those of Erlanger’s case, 
where that difficulty had to be considered. Still if this were a case of fraud 
the court would be justified in making an order for the repayment of the 
purchase-money on the plaintiffs accounting for all their profits. The defend - 
ants could not set up their own wrong as a reason for not giving euch relief 
against them. But this is not a case of fraud, and eo the reasoning which 
would justify such an order is inapplicable. It must never be forgotten 
that the business of the plaintiff company was a bighly speculative one. 
The price of nitrate was liable to great fluctuations. The value of tho 
Laguna property is not what it was. The original directors of the plaintiff 
company were not fraudulently carrying on its businers to screen the 
syndicite or themselves from the consequences of having issued the 
prcspectus ; they did not carry on the business a3 agents of the syndicate, 
but as agents of the plaintiff company, and the plaintiff company worked 
the Lagunas with a view to its own profit until the market price of nitrate 
and of i's own shares had permanenily fallen. Then, and not before, did 
the plaintiff company determine to rescind if it could. Having regard to 
the ab:ence of fraud and the impossibility of restoring the pariies to their 
original position, the right to rescind cannot, in my judgment, now be 
enforced. Then has the plaintiff company any pecuniary claim either 
against the syndicate or against its own directors? As regards the 
syndicate, Romer, J., has given the plaintiff company damages for the lors 
sustained by reason of the short water supply and the incomplete etate of 
the works. This, I think, was right. I pass to the claim couiaet the otter 
defendants. They were first promoters and then directors of the 
plaintiff company. As promoters they might be liable to the 
plaintiff company if reecission could be decreed; but they have 
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not by their conduct in the matter of the prospectus become | such as shall have been firet approved in writing by the society, or do 
accountab'e to the plaintiff company in respect of any property | thing which shall change or affect the external appearance of the ; 
improperly come into their hands, and actions for damages | premices or any part thereof, or which shall affect the general d ; 
are governed by legal and not equitable principles. As directors there | aspect, or appearance of the said buildivg of the society known as 


is no difference between their legal and their equitable duties. If 
they act within their powers and with reasonable care and honesty 
for the benefit of the company they represent, they discharge their 
equitable as well as their legal duty to the company. Here they clearly 
acted within their powers, and fraud is not imputed. There remains the 
ques‘ion of want of care and bona fides with a view to the interests of the 
plaintiff company. Now, it is plain that directors are not liable for all the 
mistakes they may make, though if they had taken more care they might 
have avoided them: see Overend, Gurney, § Co. v. Gibb (L. R. 5 H. L. 480). 
Their negligence must be in a business sense culpable or gross. What, 
then, was their conduct? The directors of the plaintiff company were also 
directors of the syndicate. Their posilion might be difficult. The 
interests of the two companies might clash. But the shareholders of the 
plaintiff company knew this. Their knowledge did not relieve the directors 
from a due diecharge of their duties, but it renders many of the remarks 
made in E£rlanger’s case inappicable. Now, the firet question is, did they 
succeed in discharging their duties to the plaintiff company? If they did 
not, a second question arises—Is the loss sustained by the company 
attributable to such failure? They failed in their duties as promoters, but 
the loss to the company was not attributable to what the defendants did 
as promoters in forming the company or issuing a misleading prospectus. 
The loss to the company was occa-ioned by what they did a; directors— 
viz, sealing the contract, paying the purchase-money, and going on 
instead of repudiating the purchase. It is clear that no action could be 
maintained against the defeadants for forming the company with the 
memorandum and articles of association which were registered. As regards 
the issue of the prospectus, Derry v. Peck (838 W. R. 33, 14 A. C. 337) 
would not, I think, protect the directors ag. imst an action by the company 
if the directors issued it without proper care, and if loss to the company at 
tributable to the prospectus could be proved. But the issue of the prospectus 
by the directors was not the cause of any loss to the plaintiff company. 
Similar observations apply to not consulting the ehareholders. ‘The omission 
t> consult the shareholders did not cause the loss, and an action for 
damages for such omission cannot be supported: see Walker v. Goe 
(4 H. & N. 350). But the directors, though not liable for damages, may be 
liable in equity for mi:applying the company’s assets. Having acted 
throughout inéra vires, and fraud being out of the question, whether a loss 
of a company’s assets by directors imposes on them an equitable liability 
to make them good depends on the principles already explained. Tae 
legal liability for damages for the loss, and the equitable liability to make 
good the loss depend upon the same considerations —viz., carelessness and 
inattention to the interests of the plaiutiff company. This, then, is the last 
point to be determined. On this point Romer, J., who saw the directors, 
has found everytbing in their favour, and I agree with his conclusions. 

Riesy, L.J., differed. His lordship was of opinion that there ought to 
be judgment for rescission of the contract with consequential relief. 

Linpiey, M.R., read a judgment of Coins, L.J., agreeing with his 
own.—CovunsgL, Swinfen Eady, Q.0., Kirby, and Peterson; Carson, Q.C., 
Macnaghten, Q.C., and E. Russell Clarke ; Farwell, Q.C., and Leigh Clare. 
Soxicrrons, Slaughter § May ; Budd, Johnson, § Co. ; Blunt § Co. 

[Reported by J. I, Stintine, Barrister-at-Law. } 


THE GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY (LIM.) v. RANGER. 


No, 2, 3rd July. 
LANDLogD AND Tenant—LzEise—Breacn or Covenant—User or Suop- 
BLIND, 


This was an appeal against a decision of Kekewich, J. The action was 
brought by the Gresham Life Assurance Society (Limited), the owners in 
fee simple of a large block of buildings known as St. Mildred’s Housa, on 
the north side of the Poultry in the City of London; the ground floor of 
the block was let off as shops, flanking the main entrance. The defendant, 
who traded as the Sulran Diamond Co., and carried on the busiaess 
of selling imitation jewellery, occupied a shop on the west side of, and 
immediately adjacent to, the main entrance. For the purposes of his 
business he illuminated his window display with electric lights, and so used 
the outside blind of his shop as partly to keep the light of day off his window, 
and partly to reflect the artificial light back upon his goods. The blind 
was not raised when there was no sunshine, but was kept down con- 
tinuously, irrespective of the state of the weather or light. The plaintiffs 
alleged that the result was to prevent passers-by in the Poultry and 
customers of the occupiers of the other shops in St. Mildred’s House from 
seeing the names on the shops and the name-tablets and lamps hung out 
by their tenants ; they contended that the keeping down of the blind caused 
injury, discomfort, and annoyance both to themselves and to the other 
occupiers of the building, and on this account, and because it changed or 
affected the external appearance of the building, was a breach of the 
covenants in the lease under which the shop was held. This lease was by 
an indenture dated the 3rd of March, 1893, by which the plaintiffs 
demised to Messrs. Manfield & Sons the shop now occupied by the 
defendant, together with ceriain rights and easements, ‘‘and also the 
privilege of the use of the outside blinds and iron shutters which belong 
to the society”’; the lessees covenanted, among other things, ‘ not 
to remove, alter, cut into, or injure any portion of the fabric of 
the said premises either externally or internally, nor alter, deface, 
or disfigure the exterior of the said premises in any way, and not 
to affix or set up or place any plate, panel, board, or sign or any lettering, 
figuring, writing, or printing on or against the exterior of the said 


Mildred’s Houte, nor do or suffer anything to be done in or upon the gaig 
premises which shall be or become or cause a nuisance, or which 
shall occasion any injury, discomfort, or annoyance to the s 

or to the occupier or occupiers of any other portion of St. Mil 

House aforesaid.”” In November, 1896, the plaintiffs at the reques’ of the. 
said Messrs. Manfield, granted permission to them to sub-let the premiggs 
to the defendants, and such sub-lease was accordingly made without pr. 
judice to or alteration of the above-mentioned covenants. The plaintiff, 
claimed an injunction to restrain the defendant from eo using the blindgs 
to alter, deface, or disfigure the premises, or so as to change or affect thei: 
external appearauce, or so as to cause a nuisance or occasion an iujury, 
discomfort, or annoyance to themselves or to their other tenants, and 

using it for any purpose other than that of screening the front of the 
shop from excessive heat or light of the sun. The defendant. it way 
alleged, used the blind not asa screen from the eun, but asa reflectorof. 
the electric lights, and so made it a permanent part cf his shop which 
changed its external appearance, besides injuring the plaintiffs and they 
other tenants, whom they were bound to protect. The defendant cog. 
tended that he only kept the blind down at such times and so long asi 
was necessary for the purposes of his business, and that such user wy 
legitimate and common in the trade. He denied that the blind bl 

the view of the signs, &c., of the other tenants, or that the ueer constituta 
a breach of any of the covenants. Kekewich, J., granted an injunctig, 


blind all day and every day, on the grounds that to do so was not® 
reasonable user cf an outside blind, and that the evidence shewed that # 
did occasion, or might occasion, discomfort or annoyance and possibly 
more remote injury to the occupier or occupiers; -but his lordship exs 
pressed his strong cbjection to the words in the claim—viz., ‘‘ any othey 
purpose than screening the front of the said shop and premises from the 
excessive heat or light from the sun.’’ The defendant appealed. 

Tur Covert (Linpuey, M.R., Jeune, P., and Romer, L.J.) allowed the 
appeal. 

eave, M.R., said that the case ought to be looked at from the point 
of view both of the landlord and of the tenant. It was a question of 
degree, and he admitted it to be a doubtful case, but in his opinion it wag 
too doubtful for the defendant’s user of his blind to be restrained. The lease 
was peculiar in that it lot the tenant the use of an outside blind which he. 
longed to the landlor@é, What was the use of it? It was given to him for 
him to use for the purposes of his trade, and, so far from the use 
being limited to use against sunshine, he could make use of it for apy 
purpose which was bond fide and fair and which ss:emed reasonable to him 
for the use of his business. His lordship was inclined to think that the 
blind should be regarded as itself a part of the premises, and at any rate 
did not affect their external appearance. He could not think that. the 
user was a breach of the covenantas to that in any sence. As regarded the 
covenant as to causing annoyance to neighbours whose signs might be 
obscured, you must balance one convenience with the other, and it- seemed 
to him that there had been no sufficient proof of any breach of the 
covensnt and that it was far too doubtful a case to say that the plaintiffs 
were entitled to an injunction. 

Jgune, P., agreed. The case was on the line, but it seemed tolerably 
clear that the user of the blind by the defendant was to meet the peculiar 
requirements of his business, and there was nothing in the demise or the 
covenant, which had to be read together, to prohibit him from it: 

Romer, L.J., agreed. There was no abnormal use of the blind excepting 
that, it was said, the defendant was using it for a longer time than was 
usual. There was nothing in the demise restraining him as to that. The 
use of the blind was not given him expressly for the purpose of shading the 
shop from direct sunlight ; so long as he was not unreasonable, which it 
was not shewn that he was, he should not be interfered with in exercising 
his discretion.—Counset, Warrington, Q.C., and D. Stewart Smith; P. 0. 
Lawrence, Q.C., E F. Lever, and G. C. Maberly. Soxtcrrons, Devonshire, 
Monkland, Davis, § Sanders ; J. A. Ellerson. 

[Reported by W. H. Darares, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BURDETT-COUTTS v. TRUE BLUE (HANNAN’S) GOLD MINE (LIM). 
Kekewich, J. 23rd June. 
Company—Reconstruction—AGRrEEMeNt—NeEw SHares—Non-CLaIMants = 
Compantgs Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 161. 
Motion. On the 29th of March, 1899, the plaintiff was the daly 
registered holder of 500 fully-paid shares of £1 each in the True Blue 
(Hannan’s) Gold Mine (Limited). At meetings of the company held on 
the 29th of March, 1899, and the 19th of April, 1899, at which the plaintiff 
was not present, a special resolution was duly passed and confir 
providing for the reconstruction and voluntary winding up of the company, 
the appointment of a liquidator, and the registration of a new company 
to be called True Blue (Hannan’s) Gold Mine (Limited). By an agree 
ment dated the 24th of April, 1899, and made between the old com 
and the liquidator of the one part and the new company of the other 
it was agreed as follows: (1) That the old company and the liquidator sho! 
transfer and the new company take over all the property and business of the 
old company as therein set out; (2) that as part of the consideration for the 





‘premises or any part thereof, or in or upon the windows thereof, except 


transfer the new company should undertake to satisfy the debts and liabilities 


to restrain the defendant, in the terms of the covenaut, from using th” 
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| The following cases were referred to in argumen 
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e old company ; (3) and the costs and expenses of winding up the old 
a y ; and by clause 4 it was provided that as the residue of the con- 
sideraticn for the transfer every member of the old company should in 

t of each share therein held by him be entitled as of right to claim an 
allotment to himself or his nominee of one £1 share in the new company 
with the sum of 17s. credited as having been paid up thereon, and tbat 
thenew company should allot the shares so claimed. Clause 5 provided as 
follows: “A member entitled to claim an allotment es aforesaid must 
dim the same within tweaty-one days from the date hereof, or such 
further time (not exceeding fourteen days) as the new company shall deter- 
ine by sending in to the new company a claim in writing for the allot- 
ment of the sbares, and such claim must be signed by the memiber making 
the same, and must be accompanied by the sum of Is. per share claimed, 
and where it requests that the allotment be made to a nominee of such 
member it must be countersigned by such nominee.’’ Clause 6 provided 
that the liquidator should within the next seven days give notice thereof in 
writing to each member of the old company ; and by clause 7 the liquidator, 
when sending such notice was to invite the members of the old company, 
other than dissentient members within the meaning of cection 161 cf the 
Companies Act, 1862, to apply for such shares of the new company as but 
for their dissent, would have been claimed by the dissentient members, and 
also for such of the shares of the new company a3 the members 
of the old company, other than the dissentient members, should 
be entitled to claim, but chould not claim, within the limited 

jod, v!1 of which shares were referred to as surplus shares, and 
in the event of more than the surplus shares being applied for the new 
qmpany were to accept the applications and allot the surplus shares rate- 
ably eccording to the holding in the old company of the member applying. 
Tre new company were to be under no obligation to accept any such 
application, and if any such application be refused or accepted in part only 
the sum renitted with the application or the due proportion thereof was 
tobe returncd to the member. Under clause 8 such of the surplus shares 
as the members of the old company, other than dissentient members, 
should be entitled to claim, but should not within twenty-one days claim, 
and as should not be allotted under clause 7, were to be allotted 
io W. F. Turner under a prior underwriting agreement. At the 
end of April the plaintiff received notice of the agreement and a 
form of application for shares in the new company. He went abroad on 
the 19th ot May, and through inadvertence did not send in his form of 
application for shares in the new company until the 26th of May. The 
defendants refused to allot him any shares in the new company on the 


ground that he was out of time. The plaintiff accordingly brought an 
canctt 


action against them, and now moved the court for an E 
restrair the tefendants from (as to the old company and the liquidator) 
transferring OF dealing with and (as to the new company) allotting any 
shares in the new company without first providing for the plaintif’sriatm. 
: Griffith v. Paget (25 
W. BR. 523, 5 Ch. D. 894), Nicholl v. Eberhardt Co. (61 L. T. 489), 
Postlethwaite v. Port Phillip and Colonial Gold Mining Co. (88 W. R. 246, 43 
Oh. D. 452), Wall v. London and Northern Assets Corporation (47 W. R. 219; 
1898, 2 Ch. 469). 

Kexewicn, J.,in giving judgment, raid: The agreement of the 24th 
of April, 1899, varies considerably from any agreement of a like character 
with which I have become acquainted, and 1t varies from that set out before 
Stirling, J., ia Postlethwaite v. Port Phillip and Colonial Gold Mining Co. 
His lordship referred to the facts of that case, and then continued :] 

ow, in those circumstanccs the: question came before Stirling, J., 
whether limiting a time witbin which the shareholders in the selling com- 
pany must apply for their shares was valid, and he held it was, basing his 
eci:ion on a business ground. There must be some end to the liquida- 
tor’s duties, and there must be some limit, and that is the short ground on 
which Stirling, J., gave his judgment, and on p. 469 he says, “‘ In coming 
to this conclusion I conceive that I am not departing from anythi 
decided or laid down in Griffith v. Paget.’’ Now, Grifith v. Paget decid 
that when you sell under section 161 you must sell for the benefil of the 
thareholders of the selling company. All the shareholders must get their 
proper quota and be treated according to their rights in the selling com- 
pany. But that is not the case with which I have to deal here. I have to 
remember the rule laid down in Griffith v. Paget, and I have to see 
whether, according to that rule, this agreement is a proper one. I do 
not think I necd refer to the other cases. Nicholl v. Eberhardt Co. 
turned upon another point, and in that case there was also Joint- 
Stock Companies Arrangement Act, 1870. Now we come to this agree- 
ment, which, I say again, is in a strange form, and I do not think that it 
will work. This is a reconstruction under section 161 of the Act of 1862. 
The purchasing company tekes over all the contracts, debts, and liabilities 
of the old company, and the further consideration for the sale is described 
in clause 4 of the agreement; but you cannot understand that properly 
without also reading clause 5. Reading those two together you may take 
Clause 4 as saying that the consideration shall be the allotment of such a 
share to each shareholder, who shall claim the same within a limited 
time. Now, that may work a monstrous injustice. Take, for instance, 
the case of a dead shareholder, cr one who is absent abroad and receives no 
notice of the agreement. There is no provision for him, nor for sny one 
on bis behalf. If te does not claim in time he is to get nothing. Now, 
how can that full within Grifith v. Paget? I fail to find anything by 
which the shareholder can have redress if he does not apply in time. The 
residue of the unclaimed surplus shares is to go to Turner, who is 
entitled to it under the underwriting contract, ro that not only does a non- 
claiming shareholder get*nothing but he loses all right to the benefit of 

agreement. Now, that seems to me to goto the very root of the 
honesty of the agreement. By “‘ honesty ”’ I do not mean moral honesty. 
The agreement puts it out of the power of shareholders not claiming fn 

















time to derive any benefit from it. ‘The provision at the end of clause 7 is 
put forward in answer to that, but to my mind that provision is only in- 
tended for the protection of the p dn. home it is not intended to mean 
that no allotment should be made at all. It seems, therefore, that 
the plaintiffs are left out altogether, and Turner gets all the ua- 
claimed surplus shares. I do not say that the whole my apex is void, 
but I think only so much of it is void as omits to provide for the plaintiff's 
claim, and, in my opinion, the agreement cannot be properly carried out 
by the two compauies without providing for the plaintiff'sclaim. I théte- 
fore grant the injunction. —Counset, P. 0. Lawrence, Q.O., and Austen- 
Cartmell ; Warrington, Q.0., and Peterson; Kirby; Rowden, Q.O., and 
B. K. R. Wilkinson ; Ashton Cross ; Eustace Smith. Soricrrorns, Lawrence, 
Graham, § Co. ; Hays, Schmettau, § Dunn; Ashurst Morris, Crisp, § Oo. ; 
Russell § Arnholz ; Kimbers § Boatman. 


{Reported by RK. J. A. Monnison, Barrister-at-Lww. | 


FREEMAN v. LAING. Byrne, J. 28th June. 
Mortcace—Fvurtuer Apvance—Seconp Morteoaces —TAckin 


In 1864 certain property was mortgage to secure £3,000 and interest to 
three persons who were trustees of a settlement, and the mortgage was to 
them as joint tenants. In 1866 the same property was mortgaged t> 
Laing to secure £3,500 and interest In 1876 a further charge was 
executed in favour of the first mortgagees to secure £1,500 and interest. 
The plaintiffs in the action were the present trustees of the eettlement, of 
which the first mortgagees had been trustees, and the defendants were 
the present owners of the second mortgage- Mr. Walker, one of the 
original trustees and first mortg gees, a solicitor, had acted for all parties 
in carrying out the first and second mortgages and the further advance by 
the first mortgagees, and had actual notice of the second mortgage at the 
date of its creation, and at the date of the further advance, but he failed 
to communicate the fact of the second advance to his co-mortgagees, and 
they had no personal knowledge of its existence at the date of the further 
advance. 

Brynz, J., held that the plaintiffs were not entitled to tack the amount 
due in respect of the further advance to the amount due on the 
mortgage and so postpone the second mortgagees. He also laid it down 
that in the case of a mortgage of real estate to joint tenants to secure a 
debt due to them jointly, it cannot be said as against strangers that any 
one portion of the security or of the debt belongs to any one of 
the mortgagees; each is entitled to the whole, and if notice of a 
second incumbrance is given to any one of them such notice creates an 
equity against one in respect of the whole eufficient to prevent any tacking. 
—Counsg, Neville, Q.C., and Turrell; Levett, Q.C., and Medd. Soxtcrrons, 
Walter O. Freeman ; Maples, Teesdale, § Co. 

{Reportei by Ra.ecu B. Patirorrts, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BLAIBERG AND ABRAHAMS’ CONTRACT. Kekewich, J. 24th June. 


Venvor aNp Purcnuaser—Disciosurg or Trusts—Proor or Trvsrer’s 
Trritz Reavuinep. 


The owners in fee of certain houses in Stoke Newington on the 12th of 
October, 1880, mo: them to secure £6,000 and interest, By a deed 
of the 12th of May, 1882, the mortgage debt and eecurities were transferred 
to Sir J. Commerell and Mr. Pierse Kelly in consideration of £6,000 and 
interest therein recited to be paid by them ou’ of moneys belonging to 
them on a joint account. In September, 1898, Mr. Blaiberg, who was then 
owner in fee simple of the houses, subject to the mortgage of the 12th of 
May, 1882, gave notice to Commerell and Pierse Kelly of his intention to 
pay off the mortgage debt. On the 14th of February, 1899, Mr. Blaiber, 
agrecd with Messrs. Abrahams to tell the houses to them in fee simple 
in possession free from incumbrances, it being intended to pay off 
the mortgage debt out of the purcbase-money. In the course of 
carrying through the sale it appeared that Mr. Pierse Kelly had died, 
and that Mr. R. H. Kelly had been qorne trustee in his place. 
Purchasers’ solicitors asked for a copy of the transfer of the mortgage to 
Commerell and R. H. Kelly and of intermediate transfers. By aslip the deed 
under which Commerell and Piers: Kelly keld the money advanced on the 
mortgage was disclosed to the purchasers’ solicitors. This deed wasa 
marriage settlement of 1840 from which it appeared that Commerell and 
Kelly were not the original trustees, and moreover, that the appointment of 
R. H. Kelly as trustee was invalid. No transfer of the mortgage, however, 
had been made tohim. The purchasers’ solicitors then e a requisition 
asking that the title of Commerell and P. Kelly as trustees of the 
settlement should be shewn. ‘The vendor refused, alleging that the 
purchasers were not affected by the trusts of tbe settlement which had been 
revealed by mistake, and that Sir J. Commerell was willing and able as sole 
surviving trustee to give a good discharge for the mortgage money. This 
was a summons by the vendor under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874 
om, for a declaration that the requisition bai been sufficiently answered 
and that Sir J. Commerell as sole surviving trastee could give a good 
discharge for the money advanced on the mortgage. : 

Kexewicu, J.—The carey oe Sir J. Commerell and Mr. Pierse Kelly 
containing the usual recital that the money advanced belonged to them 
ona joint account would of course have enabled Sir J. Commerell to give a 
receipt for the mortgage money on the death of Mr. Pierre Kelly 
proved. It may be that if, contrary to the more cautious and usual form, 
the mortgage deed had contained a recital shewing tbat the mortgagees 
held the money as trustees on a joint account there would have been no 
difficulty in requirivg the payment to be now made to the survivor of the 
original trustees. Unfortunately by a elip the trusts of the pemeage 
settlement on which the mortgagees held the money have been disclosed, 
which shew not only who are beneficially entitled under the settlement, but 
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also that Sir J. Commerell and Mr. P. Kelly were not the original trustees 
of the settlement. It may be they never were trustees at all, or that they 
held the money as trustees for theduly-appointed trustees, but it is not shewn 
that they were at the date of the mortgage the properly appointed trustees 
of the settlement. It follows that there is nothing now to satisfy the 
purchasers that Sir J. Commerell is the surviving trustee of the settlement. 
Are they, therefore, entitled to make this requisition ; or, rather, are they 
bound to ask it for their reasonable protection? If they can get a proper 
discharge from Sir J. Commerell as surviving trustee they are not. Counsel 
for the vendor argues with perfect roundness that Sir J. Commerell has 
acknowledged himself to be the trustee, and that he therefore is a trustee 
for all the persons entitled under the settlement. But that does not shew 
that he is the person capable of giving a good discharge for the mortgage 
money. Then the trusts of the settlement having been disclosed, and not 
merely the beneficial trusts but the title of the trustees, it seems to me 
that though the risk is perfectly trifling in this case, still, if it should in fact 
turn out that there was some flaw in the appointment of Sir J. Commerell, 
the purchasers would not have paid the money to the de facto or de jure 
trustee of the settlement, and the result would be that if the difficulty arose 
hereafter they would have to prove that Sir J. Commerell had accounted to 
the persons who could give a complete discharge. The objection is very 
technical, but I cannot say that the purchasers are wrong in insisting on 
getting a complete discharge, which the vendor must give them. As to 
the case of Re Harman and Uxbridge and Rickmansworth Railway Co. (24 
Ch. D. 720), I think it does not govern this case, because there the trust 
deed was not disclosed. It was only disclosed that the testator there was a 
trustee. If the trusts there had been disclosed it might have been 
necessary to go into the title of the trustees. I must therefore declare that 
the requisition has not been sufficiently answered.—Covunset, R. F. Norton ; 
Warrington, Q.C., and J. M. Solomon. Soutcrrors, Gordon, Dalbiac, § Pugh ; 
Edward Le Voi. 
Reported by C. C. Henstey, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE SOUTH AFRICAN BREWERIES (LIM.) ». KING. Kekewich, J. 
15th 16th, and 27th June. 


Conruict or Laws—EnGuisu AND Soutu Arrican Law—Contract—P Lace 
or PerrormMance—Restriction AGaAtnst Trapinc —INJuNCTION—FoRM 
or Contract—INTENTION or PARTIES. 


The question raised in this case was whether an English contract entered 
into in a foreign country between a British subject resident there and an 
English company having its registered office in England and carrying on 
business only in the foreigncountry, should be governed by the law of 
England or of the foreign country. The contract related to the business 
of the company. The facts were as follows: By an agreement of the 14th 
of October, 1892, the Natal Brewery Syndicate (South-East Africa) 
(Limited) engaged the defendant, a brewer, to go out and serve in their 
brewery at Johannesburg upon the terms therein mentioned, the defendant 
undertaking not to engage in the business of a brewer in South Africa 
within five years from the determination of the agreement, except with the 
consent of the company, and also in the event of the company’s business 
being transferred to another company to carry out the agreement with such 
other company. In November, 1892, the syndicate’s business was trans- 
ferred to another English company, the South African United Breweries 
(Limited), and the defendant continued to serve the latter company 
until the 11th of April, 1895, when by an agreement of that date, 
and made between the company or its successors of the one part 
and the defendant of the other part, the defendunt agreed to serve the 
company for five years ‘‘ as brewer or otherwise in their business carried 
on at Johannesburg and in the Colony of Natal, or elsewhere in South 
Africa’’ from the Ist of October, 1894, determinable by the company 
alone upon the terms therein contained, and the defendant thereby agreed 
**not to engage in any brewing business iv South Africa within a period 
of ten years after the termination of his engagement by the company 
except with the consent in writing of the board of directors in London of 
the company.’’ Upon the reconstruction of the last-named company in 
1895, the plaintiff company, another English company, took over the whole 
of the undertaking and the defendant continued in their employ as brewer 
upon the terms of the agreement of the 11th of April, 1895. In March, 1897, 
the plaintiff company in exercise of their power in that behalf determined 
the defendant's service under the agreement. Thereupon, as was alleged, 
the defendant became interested in the formation of a company registered 
in Scotiand as ‘‘ The Durban Brewery Syndicate (Limited) ’’ for the pur- 
pose of carrying on a brewery at Durban under the management of the 
defendant, without the consent of the plaintiff company. The plaintiff 
company then brought the present action for an injunction restraining the 
defendant from committing this alleged breach of his agreement of the 
11th of April, 1895. The defendant denied that either of the above-men- 
tioned agreements was valid according to the law of the South African 
Republic owing to the fact that neither of them had been executed before 
the Landroost, and alleged that according to that law and to English law 
the restrictions of the agreement of 1895 were unreasonable and oppressive. 
At the trial of the action the question arose as to whether the agreement 
should be construed according to English law or the law of the South 
African Republic, and the following cases were referred to: In re Missouri 
Steamship Co. (37 W. R. 696, 42 Ch. D. 340), Hamlyn § Co. v. Talisker 

Distillery (1894, A. C. 202), Jacob § Co. v. Crédit Lyonnais (32 W.R. 76, 
12 Q. B. D. 601). 

Kekewicu, J., in giving judgment, said: The only question now to 
be decided is whether the meaning and effect of the contract of the 11th 
of April, 1895, ought to bo governed by the law of England or by any 
other and what law. That question may otherwise be stated in the 
language of Fry, L.J., in Re Missouri Steamship Co. : ‘* Looking at the 
subject of this contract, the place where it was made, the contracting 











a 
parties, and the thing to be done, what ought to be presumed to hayg 
been the intention of the contracting parties with regard to the lay 


which was §o govern this contract?’’ It is to be observed that this 
of stating the question is agreeable to other authorities on the point, ang 
particularly the last of all on which the plaintiffs relied: Ham!yn § Co, y, 
Tulisk-r Distillery. His lordship then reviewed the facts of the case ang 
the evidence, and, after considering the two above-mentioned cases ang 
also Jacobs § Co. v. Crédit Lyonnais, he referred to Mr. Westlake’s book on 
Private International Law, where, on p. 258, is the following passage : “Jf 
may probably be said with truth that the law by which to determine thy 
intrinsic validity and effects of a contract will bo selected in Englang 
on eubstantial considerations, the preference being given to the country 
with which the transaction has the most real connection, and not t 
the law of the place of contract as such.’’ ‘‘ That,’’ continued his 
lordship, ‘‘teems to me to be as precise and accurate a statement gy 
one can expect t» find in any judgment or treatise having regard to the 
necesearily infinite variety of facts which require consideration in cases of 
this character. Can it be doubted that the country with which the trans. 
action here had the most real connection was South Africa, and partign. 
larly that part of South Africa which is comprised in the South Afrieg 
Republic? I have already pointed out that the contract was execute} 
there and intended to be performed there ; that the defendant, though ay 
Englishman, has been, and was, residing in Johannesburg, and intendej 
it to be his place of business, and therefore of residence ; and that althougy 
the other party to the contract was strictly an English company, yet it 
was there, and not in England, tbat their business had been, and wa 
intended to be, carried on. And the stipulation in question has referengs 
to South Africa, and not to England, where the defendant is free to ¢ 
on business as he pleases. In my opinion the principles of the decides 
cases and the rules there laid down compe! me to hold that this contragt 
was not intended to be governed, and is not governed, by English lay, 
Then comes the question by what law it ought to be governed. It wa 
certainly intended to be performed, if and when circumstances so required, 
throughout South Africa, the limitation of which I am not called upon to 
define. It therefore falls within the class under which the contract may 
be said to be intended to be performed partly in one place and partly ig 
another. I have found no authority for holding that it might at any time 
and for some purposes be governed by one law, and at another time and 
for other purposes by a different law. If bound to celest one systemof 
law as that governivg the contract, I must select that with which, t 
repeat Mr. Westlake’s phrase, ‘‘ the transaction has the most real connem 
tion,’’ and that is undoubtedly the South African Republic, which, for 
this purpos2 at least, must be treated as an independent Sovereign State, 
just as, according to the constitution of the United States of America, the 
State of Massachusetts was in the Missouri Steamship case. I hold the 
contract to be governed by South African law. ‘ae further trial of the 
action must be adjourned to enable the parties to adduce evidence ast 
that law.’’—CounseL, Warrington, Q.C., and Younger; Buckmaster. Sou 
crrors, Loughborough, Gedge, Nisbet, § Drew ; H. G. Campion § Co, 
[Reported by R. J. A. Moraisoy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
STATUTORY RULES AND ORDERS, 
LAND REGISTRATION, ENGLAND. 


Explanatory observations on some of the new Land Transfer Rules, 
which are to come into operation on the 17th (not, as originally 
drafted, the 1st) of July. 

Additions to Rule 78.—It will be remembered that rule 78 provide 
that ‘‘ when a conveyance on sale of land in any county or part of 
county in which registration of title is compulsory on sule, aud 4 
disposition thereof by the purchaser is delivered for registration 
within fourteen days after the date of the conveyance the 
disposition shall have the same effect in every respect as if it had 
been executed subsequently to the registration of the purchaser a 
proprietor of the land.” This provision removed a difficalty 
which arose in regard to the legal estate in cases where a purchasé 
wished to mortgage (or, in some cases, to convey) his land before he 
had been able to apply for his own registration. But the words 
underlined gave rise to two questions, which may be stated # 
follows: If the second disposition had really been executed 
subsequently to the registration (1) it would have been necessary 
for it to follow the prescribed form of charge, or trausfer, as 
case might be, and (2) a full ad valorem fee for its entry on the 
register, in addition to the fee payable on the registration of the lant, 
would have been chargeable. Should this reasoning be rigidly insisted 
on, or should in each or either of the above particulars a more gen 
interpretation be placed upon the rule? No. 5 of the new rules pre 
vides that the prescribed forms are to be followed, and that the fee# 
to be entirely remitted in cases where both dispositions are bro 
in on the same day, and reduces it to a quarter in other cases. 

Mortgages by Demise or Sub-demise.—It isoccasionally found that 
mortgagees of registered leasehold land, instead of taking a charge® 
the prescribed form, adhere to the traditional method of mortgagimg 
by means of a sub-demise. The Land Transfer Acts make no 
provision for registering a mortgage of this nature, but it 1s col 


1599. 


July 8, 1899. ; 














1899. 
—=S>= 
sd to 
> the lay 
this mode 
point, and 
yn § Co. ¥, 
© Case and 
| cases and 
’s book on 
ssage : “Tg 
ermine the 
n England 
he country 
nd not t 
tinued his 
itement ag 
ard to the 
in Cases of 
the trans. 
d partion. 
th Africa 
3 execute] 
though an 
| intendej 
t although 
my, yet it 
1, and was 
3s references 
ee toc 
he deci 
18 contract 
lish lay, 
d. It wa 
> required, 
ed upon to 
atract may 
1 partly ig 
t any time 
r time and 
» system of 
which, to 
al connet. 
which, for 
eign State, 
nerica, the 
hold the 
rial of the 
lence as to 
ter. Sout 


‘fer Rules, 
originally 


8 provides 
: part ofa 
le, and 8 
»zistration 
yance the 
if it had 
irchaser a 
difficulty 
purchase? 
| before he 
the words 
stated af 
execu 
necessary 
er, as 
ry on the 
f the land, 
ly insisted 
re gene 
rules pro 
t the fees 
re bro 
38. 
found that 
» charge 
nortgaging 
e no di 
it ig cole 















July 8, 1899 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 43.}] 627. 








ceived that such a mortgage can be indirectly protected by the entry 
of a notice of the sub-term as a “lease” under section 50 of 
the Act of 1875. This form »f entry does not enable the 
mortgagee to be registered as ‘‘ proprietor,” nor, if the power 
of sale is exercised, is it possible to enter any note of the 
fact, still less to enter the purchaser as proprietor either of the 
original term or of the sub-term. Owing to these inconveniences, it 
js recommended that all charges should be made in the prescribed 
form, with the addition (if thought necessary) of the sub-demise, which 
may be made by inserting a very few words in the body of the regis- 
tered charge, thus saving the neceesity of a separate deed. Nos. 7 
(ii,) and 12 of the new rules deal with the production of land certifi- 
cates for endorsement, and with the fee payable on entries of 
mortgages by sub-demice under section 50. 

Solicitors’ Remuneration.—Rule 271, paragraphs (+) and (c), and 
Schedule II., Part II., there referred to, prescribe an ad valorem 
scale of remuneration which can hardly be applied at all to grants of 
new leases in consideration of a rack-rent, however high; the present 
yalue for sale of the lessees’ interest (which is the subject of registra- 
tion) being almost nil, The new rule 10 ay sagen a minimum fee 
of one guinea in these cases. It also applies to grants of freeholds 
subject to a perpetual rent. 

Copies to be Certified as Correct.—Considerable waste of labour 
and time was found to result from the necessity of examining in the 
registry @ second time copies of documents which the solicitors 
delivering them had already in fact examined with the originals. 
The new rule 9 (ii.) provides that documents shall be certified as 
correct by the solicitors who deliver them, as in the Supreme Court. 
(Compare R. 8. C., ord. 66, r. 7 (1).) Ord. 66, r. 7 (1). 

Land Registry, July 4, 1899. 


THE LAND TRANSFER RULEs, JUNE, 1899. 


1. In these Rules the references to ‘‘ Rules” and ‘‘ Fee Order” are 
to the Land Transfer Rules, 1898, and to the Order as to Fees dated 
the 27th of October, 1898, respectively. 

2, These Rules may be cited as the Land Transfer Rules, June, 
1899. Each Rule may be cited separately by the heading thereof, 
with reference to the Land Transfer Rules, 1898, and to the Fes 
Order, respectively. 

3, After Rule 32 the following Rule shall be iuserted : 

RULE 32a. 

The fee for each such advertisement in the London Gazette shall 
be five shillings. 

4, Rule 60 is hereby rescinded, and the following Rule is substituted 
for it : 

RULE 60. 

The expressions “‘ assignment” and “ grant of a lease or under- 
lease’ in the preceding Rule shall apply to any instrument by 
virtue whereof there is conferred or completed a title under 
which an application for registration as first proprietor of 
leasehold land may be made. 


5, After Rule 78 the two following Rules shall be inserted: 
RULE 78. 
(i.) Every disposition under the preceding Rule which, if made by 


a registered proprietor, is required to be in a prescribed form 
shall be made in accordance with such form. 
RULE 78B. 

(ii.) Where such disposition is delivered for registration on the 
same day as the application to register the land is delivered, no 
fee shall be payable in respect thereof. If it is delivered 
subequently (but within 14 days after the date of the 
conveyance) a quarter fee only shall be charged, with a 
minimum fee of one shilling. 


Rue 109. 


6, The words ‘‘ both parties” at the end of Rule 109 shall be 
owitted, and the words ‘‘ the person creating the charge, and by or 
ou behalf of the person in whose favour the charge is made” shall be 
substituted. 

7. After Rules 163 and 166, respectively, the following Rules shall 
be inserted : 

RULE 163A. 

(i.) Where an instrument of charge in favour of a building 
society, friendly society (including a branch society), or 
industrial and provident society, is delivered to the society 
under the preceding Rule, it shall be endorsed with a Certifi- 
cate of Registration, and the instrument so endorsed shall be 
treated for all purposes as the Certificate of Charge. 


RULE 166. 


(ii.) Where the lease or sub-lease, of which notice is so given, is 
by way of security for money advanced or to be advanced, 


the Land Certificate of the lessor or sub-lessor shall be pro- 
duced, and endorsed with a note of the entry. 
RULE 174. 
8. In Rule 174, the word ‘‘shall”’ shall be substituted for the 
word ‘‘ may.” 
9. After Rules 204 and 254, respectively, the following Rules shell 
be inserted : 
RvLeE 204, 


(i.) Where the entries on the Register comprise full particulars 

* of a registered charge it shall not be necessary to issue a copy 
of the instrument itself with the Certificate of Charge, and the 
form of the certificate shall be varied accordingly. 


RvuLE 2544. 


(ii.) Every copy of a document delivered by a solicitor at the 
Registry shall be endorsed with his name and address, and shall 
be certified by him to bo a true copy of the original. Such 
copy need not be stamped, 


10, After paragraph (c.) of Rule 271 the following paragraph 
shall be imental! siti ow 


RULE 271, PARAGRAPH (c.c.). 


In applying the scale of remuneration contained in Part II. of 
the Second Schedule hereto to the entry of first proprietorship 
of leasehold land on the occasion of the original grant of the 
lease ; to the entry of first proprietorship of freehold land with 
a possessory title on the occasion of a grant wholly or partly in 
consideration of arent; and to the registration of the trans- 
feree on a transfer of freehold land ona like occasion, the 
minimum remuneration shall be one guinea. 


FEE ORDER, PARAGRAPH (B). 


11. In paragraph (B) of the Fee Order the numbers ‘101 and 
120” shall be substituted for the numbers ‘‘ 97 and 117.’’ 


FEE OrpDER, PARAGRAPH ([), 


12. The following addition shall be made to the Fee Order after 
paragraph (H), and before the Rules :— 

(I) The fee for entry of a notice under Section 50 of the Land 
Trsnsfer Act, 1875, of a lease or sub-lease by way of security 
for money actually advanced or to be advanced shall be the 
same as that for the registration of a charge for the amount 
secured ; except when a charge is also registered at the same 
time in respect of the same advance, in which case the fee for 
entry of such notice shall be according to paragraph (B), but 
not exceeding in any case ten shillings. 

13. Rule 16 of the Fee Order is hereby rescinded, and the following 
Rule shall be substituted for it: 
FEeE ORDER, RULE 16. 


Where land is transferred for value subject to a registered 
incumbrance or charge, the fee payable shall be calculated on 
the amount of the purchase-money or, where the consideration 
given is not money, on the value of the equity of redemption. 


14. The following Rules shall be added in the Fee Order : 
FEE ORDER, RULE 17. 


(i.) If at any time within two years after a full ad valorem fee 
under paragraphs (A) or (D) of the Fee Order has been paid in 
respect of any land or charge, a subsequent transfer of the 
whole of such land or charge is made, the fee payable upon the 
transfer shall upon each occasion be reduced to that stated in 
in paragraph (B) of the said Order, 

Kee ORDER, RULE 18. 

(ii.) Where, on  59ssation of a charge, a new charge is regis- 
tered in favour ox the proprietor of the former charge, the fee 
payable on the new charge, in so far as its amount does not 
exceed the former charge, shall be calculated at the rate stated 
in paragraph (B) of the Fee Order. 

. FEE OrDER, RULE 19. 


(iii.) The reduction granted by the two preceding Rules must be 
claimed at the time of delivering the instrument for registra- 
tion, and will not afterwards be allowed. 


15. These Rules shall come ivuto operation on the 17th of July, 1899. 
Hatssury, C. 
The 29th of June, 1899. 





APPEALS HEARD BY TWO JUDGES. 


A separate list will be kept of all appeals and motions for new 
trials which the pate shall consent to have heard and determined 
by two judges of the Court of Appeal under 62 Vict. c. 6. 





Whenever, owing to illness or other unforeseen occurrence, two 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





a es 


July 8, 1899, 9 





628 


udges only can sit in one of the Appeal Courts, cases in such list will 
ts taken in their order after the usual interlocutory appsals are 
disposed of. 

The necassary consents must ba filed before any case is enteral in 
the separate list ; but no case will lose its place in the general list nor 
will its hearing be postponed by being entered in the separate list. 

Notice that the consents have been filed must be given to Mr. Hull 
(Cause Clerk, Room 136), who will keep the separate list above 
mentioned. HAspory, C. 
23rd June, 1889. NATHANIEL LINDLEY, M.R. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACTS, 1883 and 1890. 

Whereas by an Order made by the Board of Trade on the 31st day of 
December, 1890, Harold de Vaux Brougham was appointed: to be an 
Official Receiver of the Bankruptcy District of the High Court as from the 
said 31st day of December, 1890, and whereas the said Harold ce Vaux 
Brougham bas been appointed to be an Official Receiver attached to the 
High Court of Justice for the purposes of the Companies (Wioding-up) 
Act, 1890, and has resigned his office of Official Receiver of Debtors’ 
Estates as aforesaid. Now therefore the Board of Trade do hereby 
appoint George Walter Chapman to be Official Receiver of Debtors’ 

states for the said Bankruptcy District of the High Court, in succession 
to the said Harold de Vaux Brougham, as from the Ist day of July, 1899, 
inclusive, and it is hereby further ordered : 

(a) As regards the bankruptcy proceedings instituted under the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which at the said date are pending in the High 
Court, and in which at the said date the said Harold de Vaux Brougham 
was or is constituted Official or Interim Receiver, that the said George 
Walter Chapman shall, in respect of the bankruptcy proceedings in 
which the initial o! the first surname of the debtor or debtors in any of 
the letters G to O, be the Official Receiver of the estates of the debtors 
in such proceedings, and discharge the duties of Official R-c-iver in 
relation to such estates, in immediate succession to th: eaid 
Harold de Vaux Brougham. 

(4) As regards all bankruptcy proceedings which from and after the 
vacation of his office by the said Harold de Vaux Brougham shall be 
instituted in or be transferred to the High Court under the Bankrup!cy 
Acts, 1883 and 1890, that the said George Walter Chapman shall, in 
respect of the said bankruptcy proceedings in which the initial of the 
first surname of the debtor or debtors is any of the said letters G to O, 
bea the Official Receiver who shall be constituted Official Receiver of 
the estates of the debtors in such , roceedings. 

Dated this 30th day of June, 1899. 

By the Board of Trade. 
Covrtenay Boy e. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Finau Examination. 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
— at the Final Examination held on the 12th and 13th of June, 
899. 
Addison, Gerald Lacy 
Addi-on, William 
Alcock, Arthur Frank, B.A. (Camb.) 
Armstrong, Alan Seppings Bowen 
Arnold, Matthew 
Atkinson, Kenneth Herford 
Atterbury, John Lucas 
Awdry, Jobn West 
Barker, John Henry 
Bartlett, Herbert Evelyn 
Beale, John Field, B.A. (Camb. 
Beavan, Thomas Nicholls 
Bellamy, William Henry 
Beloe, John Seppings 
Bennett, William Richard 
Berry, Charles 
Blake, Charles Henry Benjamin 
Bolton, Frederick William George 
Boocock, Herbert 
30x, Arthur Cecil 
Browne, Franklin Doughty, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 
Browneon, Alfred 
LL.B. (Vict.) 
Bryan, William 
Bryden, Charles John 
Buckmaster, William North, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 
Bullock, John Cooper 
Burgess, Edwin Ernest 
Burrington, Edward Bryant 
Burrough, William George 
Burrows, Sterndale, B.A. (Cam).) 
Bush, Ferdinand 
Caesar, William Robert 
Ca'lard, Cu'hbe:t Richard 


Campion, Ivon Hamilton, B.A. 
(Camb ) 
Carr-Ellison, Herbert George Carr 
B.A. (Camb.) 
Carslake, Hugh B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Cartmell, Henry Studholme 

Carver, Frank Tom 

Casson, John 

Cayley, Norman, B.A. (Camb.) 

Childs, Walter Hugh Wyndham 

Clark, Albert 

Clarke, Leslie, B.A. (Oxon.} 

Clarke, Stephen Hardcastle (Ox n.) 

Clements, Arthur Frederick 

Clennell, George Harold 

Coe, Charles Graburn, B.A. (Camb.) 

Colclough, George Dudley, B.A., 
LL.B. (Camb.) 

Colcs, William Henry 

Colthurst, Edward 

Connor, Edward Arthur 

Cottam, Charles Edmondson, B.A. 
(Camb.) 

Creswick, Francis Nathaniel, B.A , 
LL.B. (Camb.) 

Cross, Cecil Wocdrow 

Cushman, Frederick William Adcock 

Cuthbert, John 

Dauncey, Frederick Herbert 

Danncey, Reginald Aubrey Fletcher 

Davidson, James Uouglas 

Davies, Ellis William 

Davies, Robert Owen 

Daveon, Arthur Muckenzie, 
(Cam. ) 


Barham, 


Lever, B.A., 


BA. 





| 


Dibble, George Chaffey 

Dodds, Thomas 

Donaldson, Jame; 
(Oxon.) « 

Dann, Wilfrid 

Edge, Norman Charles Worthington 

Edmunds, Frederick William White 

Edwards, Charles 

Elliott, Alfred Meadows 

Fahey, James Stadden 

Field, Sidney 

F.ndeisen, Alfred Gustave 

Fox, Richard Hoddivg 

Freeman, Alfred William 

Galloway, Thomas Percival, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Gates, William 

Gaylor, Frank Samuel 

Geare, Herbert Cecil 

Gibbons, Charles 

Gibson, Bertrand Dees 

Gibson, William Henry Perruzzi 

Glover, Henry Percy 

Godfrey, Astley Cooper 

Goldring, Phillip Wallace, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Good, Jonas Albert Thomas 

Goodman, Geoffrey Garland, B.A. 
(Camb.) 

Gouldsmith, Harold Salter, B.A. 
(Oxon.} 

Greene, Joshua Francis 

Grenside, Henry Ralph 

Griffiths, Thomas William 

Grimwood, Francis George 

Griodrod, Charles Oswald 

Grundy, Charles Sydney 

Haines, John Wilton 

Halligey, Arnold Champion, BA. 
(Lond.) 

Hammond, Hugh 

Harding, Reginald 

Harker, Thomas Rowan1i 

Harris, Edward 

Hawke, John Granville 

Hilbery, Henry Moucaster 

Hill, Richard Cuthbert 

Hillis, Thompsov, B.A. (Camb.) 

Hiscock, Charles Froud 

Hislop, Geoffrey 

Hodge, Regiuald 

Holiday, Albert Edward 

Holt, Edward Haworth Whittell 

Hooker, James Ayer.t Howard 

Hopkins, Edwin Thomas 

Horne, Benjamin Worthy 

Howard, Edwin James 

Hughes, Herbert Athelstan 

Humphrey, Reginald Montague 
Humphrey 

Hunter, Trevor Havard 

Hunter, William Charles 

Hu kinson, Edward 

Hutshings, Ernest 

Ince, John Oscar 

Jones, Harold Saies 

Jones, Reginald Cecil 

Kedge, Robert Watson 

Keeling, Charles 

Kemp3>, Ernest Harper 

Kendrick, Henry Haden 

Kennard, Harry 

Kingswell, William Henry 

Kirby, Henry John Alexander 

Lake, Francis John Cleverly, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Last, Richard Johnson 

Lawson, Alexander Henry Drum- 
mond 

Leggett, Frank James Aldridge 

Le Veaux, Frederick Joseph 

Lewis, David James 

Lewis, Frederick Gustav, 
(Camb. ) 

Linton, James Mi‘chelson, 
(Camb.) 

Long, Walter Farley 

Lovell, Charles Edward 

Lowe, Douglas George 

Lowe, Octavius Bernard 

MacDermot, Edward Terence, B.A. 
(Oxon. ) 


Gordon, B.A. 


B.A. 
B.A. 


| Maguinness, Alban Davespor’ 


Manby, Benson, BA 
(Camb.) 

March, Frederick Toomas Saward 

Masen, Guy Wilbsr 

Mellowdew, John Wilkinson 

Mileham, Edgar Charles 

Millar, James 

Millar, Harold Lewis Holland 

Miller, Edward Irwin 

Mitchell, Albert 

Morgan, David Hughes 

Mosse, Robert Lee 

Moss»p, Samuel Septimus 

Mowll, Alfred Kingsford 

Murphy, James 

Nash, Owen Edmond 

Neale, Charles Gooda)l 

Needham, Henry Charlesworth 

Nicol, Philip Stewart, B.A. (Camb) 

Okell, George, B A. (Oxon.) 

Olivey, James 

Oppenheimer, Herbeit 

Page, Dudley Stuart 

Parry, Hugh Lloyd, B.A. (Lond), 
LL.B. (Vict.) 

Payne, Arthur 

Payne, Horace 

Perkins, Mantague Thornton 

Petereen, Utto George 

Pickles, John William 

Plummer, Arthur Bertram 

Prettejohn, Browse Nath wid 
Oldrewe ; 

Procter, William 

Rastall, Herbert G2orge 

Ratcliff, Frederic Rowlinson, BA, 
(Ox on.) 

Ra vlinson, Leonard 

Reale, William Parsons, 
LL B. (Camb.) 

Rhodes, George Basil 

Riddell, William Edmeston, B.A 
(Camb. ) 

Riddett, Arthur Elliott 

Ritchie, Robert 

Roberts, Arthur E iward Camp all 

Robinson, John Henry Woodfo d 

Rodger, William Wyliis 

Rolt, Frederick Alfred 

Rooke, Cecil Bradley 

Roskell, Robert Nicholas 

Rowlands, Herbert, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Rowland:, John Evan 

Samuel, Frank Victor, B.A. (xm) 

Sargeaunt, Frederick Laurence 

Sidgwick, Edward Dury 

Smith, Albert Howard 

Smith, Charles Alfred 

Smith, Euan Maclaurin*Euan, B.A. 
(Camb.) 

Smith, Frederick Bernard, B.A 
(Camb.) 

Smith, Percy James 

Southby, Thomas Griffith 

Spencer, Edward Smith 

Spooner, Guy Leopold 

Stainton, George 

Stephens, Joseph Benjamin 

Stephens, Richard Henry 

Sterry, Alfred 

Stocker, Edward Barlow 

Stops, John Falkner 

stow, Ernest Charles Sergeant 

Stretton, Joseph Hope 

Sugar, James Kurt 

Swayne, George Champeny 

T-lbot, George Reginald 

Taylor, Harold Merton 

Taylor, James Walter 

Thomp3on, Thomas Rider 

Thorpe, Alfred 

Tilley, Tobias Harry, B.A. (Cand) 

Toft, Thoma; 

Topbam, Walter 

Tucker, Harlowe Thomas Furd 

Tucker, Henry 

Tunnard, Conolly Norman 

Upcher, Francis Kussell, 
(Camb.} 

Vernon, Thomas Mellard 

Walker, Charles Selborne 

Walker, Joseph 

Walon, Joseph Arthur, B. 4. (Oxom} 


Vyvyan 


B.S, 


B.A. 
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Stanle 

aang Rivard Ernest 

Watkins, Stephen Walier 

Watson, Harold Collier 

Weddall, Thomas Noel Robinson 

Welford, Harold Baliol 

Wells, Hallifax Vyvyan 

Wells, Robert 

Whitwell, Arthur 


Wilkinson, Arthur Henry 
Willan, Walter Constantine 
Williams, Clarence Emlyn Vaughan 
Williams, George 
Wollen, Cecil Storey, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Wood, Bertram Wilmot 
Woodhouse, Harold James Selborne 
Wratislaw, Marc Eugene Townsend 
B.A. Wright, Bernard Swanwick 
Wright, Charles Dawson 
Wrigley, Edgar, B.A. (Oxon) 
Wyld, Henry Calcraft 


Percy, 


mb.) 
wines, Percy Bullen Lewis 
Wilkins, George Frederick 





INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 14th of June, 


99. 
ied, John Alexander Hales, Ernest William 


Anderson, Wilfred John, B.A. Hall, Henry Robinson, B.A. (Camb.) 
(Oxon.) Hall, John 

Ashburner, Thomas, B.A. (Camb.) Hall, Wilfred George Carlton, B.A. 

Barber, Robert (Oxon.) 


Hatton, Charles Ernest 
Hawkes, William James 
Heath, Percy Melville 
Henderson, Peter Berrie, B.A. 

(Oxon.) 
Hicks, Charles Hubert 
Hibbit, Arthur Wenham 
Hinchcliffe, Ernest William 
Hiscocks, George Henry 
Horefall, Bertram 
Horton, Leslie Thornton 
Howell, John Thomas, B.A. (Lond ) 
Hulme, Thomas 
Jackson, Philip Harman 
Kerr, Adam Miller Willcox 
King, William Henry 
King-Stephens, Arthur Francis 
Kirlew, Edward Oliver, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Kiteon, Walter Kinlock 
Brown, William Stanley Als'on Lane, William Arthur Powlett 
Brydon, Robert Shadforth Law, Walter Richard Joseph 
Bullock, James Howell, B.A. (Camb.) Lawrence, Francis William 
Cape, Johu Alfred Leaming, John Stapleton 
Carnegy, Patrick Lewis St. Clair, Lee, Frank 

B,A. (Camb.) Lewis, Edward Pugh 
Chadborn, Albert Clement Llewellyn, David 


Barker, George Norman 

Barnard, Hubert Wallace 

Barrett, Herbert Leslie Crosthwaite 
Rarritt, Edward Leopo'd 

Partlett, Robert Hamilton 
Bawden, Aubrey Charles 

Bayley, Leslie Oliver 

Bell, Frederick Edward Albert 
Bell, George Francis 

Bendall, Archibald Shaw 

Bird, Henry Soden 

Bishop, William Herbert 

Block, William Thomas Barnard 
Bolsover, Neville Miles 

Bond, Frederick Morten 

Bradley, Charles Henry 

Breach, Robert 

Brooks, George Bertie 

Brown, Sydney Ernest 


Chadwick, John Lockett, Robert Kerr 
Childs, William Cuthbert, B.A. Mahon, Cortlandt MacMahon, B.A. 
(Oxon.) (Oxon. ) 


Chitty, Ernest Edward 
Clark, William Tyson, B.A. (Camb.) 
Cleaver, Harold Willoughby 
Clifford, Richard Sutton Mullett, Claude Victor 
Clifton, William Ernest Murgatroyd, Frejerick 
Cobb, Kenneth Rhodes, B.A. (Oxon.) Myott, Norman McLean 
Collinge, William Hermann Newborn, Thomas Frederick 
Ccoke, Reginald Bertram O'Malley, Charles 
Cooper, Thomas Painter, Ernest Arthur 
Corfield, Frederick de ]a Poer Beres- Pearce, Charles Worth 
ford, B.A. (Camb.) Pinnock, Charles Bernard 
Covell, Francis Pott:r, Jobn Randall, B.A. (Oxon.) 


Mann, William Horace 
Midgley, James Gledbill 
Moore, Edwin Fred 


Craik, Thomas Pritchard, Gerald William, B.A. 
Crowder, George Beriram (Oxon. ) 
Culver, Frederick Stanley Prynne, Donald Howard 
Catler, Gerald Waring Ramsden, Lawrence Hilton 
Daniel, Stanley Mayou Rees, David Walters 
Davies Edwin Dowland Reeve, William Augustus 
Dean, Gilbert Dean Richardson, William George 
Dent, John Robinson. Norman 
Denyer, Horace Frederick Rogers, Clement 
Des Forges, Charles Lee Rogers, Richard Aubrey, B.A. 
Donahoo, Malcolmson Gardiner, (Camb ) 
B.A. (Camb.) Rosher, Claude William 


Duncan, Charles Rix 
Edge, Frank Travers 
Evans, David Bowen Shephard, Harold 
Ewart, Joseph Smith, Martin Turner, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Fenn, Bernard Samuel, B.A. (Oxon.) Steavenson, Dudley Vaughan 
Fisher, Edward Lindesay Stockwood, John Arthur 
Fogg, Percy Birtles Talbot, Percy 
Frend, Kdward Taylor, Arthur Robert 

(Camb. ) Taylor, Sancroft Grimwood 
Frisby, Basil Vincent Thompson, Edmund Cuthbert 
Gaskell, Frank Hill Thomson, Harold 
Gee, Harold Trestrail, Alfred Ernest Ya'es, B.A. 
Gingell, William Henry (Camb.) 
Glenshaw, Ernest Albert Isaacs Trotter, Raymond Elliott 
Graham, Hartley, B.A. (Oxon.) Upton, Cecil Charles 
Graveley, Charles Ewart Varley, 

y, Bertram Parrott Venables, Alfred Ernest 

» Alexander Oliver George Verden, Henry Harcourt 
tle Vernon, Albert John Vicary 


Row, Edgar Periam 
Riist, Carteret Anderson 


Charles, BA. 





Omg 








Warman, William Frederic Buckland Woodcock, Hugh Fraser Holme 
Warton, Robert Innys Baker Wright, Ivan FitzHerbert, B.A, 
Weldon, Thomas William (OCamb.) 








White, William Ed Wybroo, Edgar Harry 
Willway, William Jobn Harold ‘Yardley’ Frank 
LEGAL NEWS. = 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. EpwarD RussELL James Howe, barrister, of Chart-place, 
Maidstone, who died on the 17th ult., at his residence at Bexley, 
in Kent, was not only one of the oldest of the conveyancing counsel 
of the time, but also one who enjoyed a very high reputation amon 
them. He had a quasi-hereditary title to the learning rm. | 
skill which constitute the aeons of a practitioner in that depart- 
ment of the profession, chambers at 7, New-square, Lincoln’s- 
inn, are those in which Mr. Preston conducted his great practice, and 
probably produced his text-books, to which real property lawyers 
refer with confidence for what was law in the old time before that of 
our fathers. Mr. Preston, on his retirement, offered his chambers to 
his former pupil, the late Mr. Francis Turner, who—being himself 
one of the most eminent conveyancers of his = eg om 
them till his death in the year 1864. Mr. Howe, who had 
Turner’s pupil and became his son-in-law, became also on Mr, 
Turner’s Neath the occupant of the same chambers, and practised 
there during the rest of his life. Probably Mr. Howe’s most public 
work was the part he took in the year 1859 as junior counsel in the 
case of Earl of Shrewsbury v. Scott, wherein, conformably to Mr, 
Howe’s opinion, the title of Earl Talbot to Alton Towers on his 
succession to the Earldom of Shrewsbury was affirmed. The then 
Attorney-General (Sir Fitzroy Kelly), Mr. (afterwards Lord) Justice 
Rolt, Mr. (afterwards Mr. Justice) Manisty, Mr. (afterwards Lord )~ 
Hannen, and Mr. Ellis were all counsel on the same side. Pre- 


sumably it was Mr. Howe's function to prepare the case 
for hearing. Mr. Howe had a large number of 


pils. 
Among them were Mr. Farwell, Q.C., the author of the Treatise 
on Powers; the present Lord Monkswell; Mr. Kenelm E. Digby, 
now Permanent Under-Secretary of State for the Home Department ; 
the late Mr. Justice Harding, a judge of the Queensland Su C) 
Court ; and Sir Joseph Turner Hu , the t Chief Justice 
of rus. Mr. Howe was the elder son of the late Mr. Edward 
R James Howe, of Chart Sutton, near Maidstone, by Anna Maria, 
his wife, daughter of the Rev. James Edward Gambier, rector of St. 
Mary-le-Strand and Langley, Kent. He was born at Hollingbourne 
on the 29th of April, 1823 ; was educated at Sutton Valence Grammar 
School and St. John’s College, Cambridge, where he graduated M.A. in 
1849. In Michaelmas Term of the same year, having become a student 
of Lincoln’s-inn in 1846, he was to the bar at that inn. 
He had been, as already mentioned, a pupil in the chambers of 
Mr. Francis Turner, whose third hter, Harriet, he married in 
1853. They had four children, Mr. Henry Gambier Howe, of 101, 
Leadenhall-street, and , Kent, solicitor, Mr, Edward R. F. 
Gambier Howe, F.8.A., who in 1880 was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn, and afterwards, having gone to Queensland as associate 
to the late Mr. Justice Harding, was called to the bar there. He, 
however, soon returned to London, and has chambers at 7, New- 
square. Mr. Howe’s third son, Francis Herbert Howe, is a 
lieutenant in the Welsh Regiment, and is at present attached to the 
West African fronticr force, The fourth child of Mr. Howe was a 
daughter, who, to his great grief, died in* childhood. Mrs, Howe 
died in 1892. In manner Mr. Howe was most tle and refined. 
His generosity appeared in the last communication the writer had 
from bim, which was a letter desiring that his testimony to the 
kindness of two former very eminent members of his own branch of 
the legal profession might be recorded. Probably he exemplified a 
remark he once playfully made, that it was a prime virtue of 
conveyancers to be retiring. 

APPOINTMENTS. : 

Sir G. Suerston Baker Bart., barrister, has been appointed a Revisi 
Barrister on the Western circuit in succession to the late Mr. Bullen. 

G. Sherston Baker was called to the bar in 1871, and is Recorder of 
Barnstaple and Bideford. 

Mr. Cravpe Hamiron Warts, solicitor, of Maidstone and Snodland, 
Kent, and 21 and 22, Railway-approach, London Bridge, 8.E., has been 
appointed a Perpetual for Taking the Acknow of 
Married Women in the County of Kent. Mr. White was admitted in 1882. 

Mr. A. T. Lawrence, Q.C , has been appointed one of the three Com- 
missioners under the London Government Act to frame schemes and 
orders for carrying the Act into effect. 

Mr. Samve. Watts Pace, solicitor, of Wolverhampton, has been 
appointed Official Receiver in Bankruptcy for the Bankruptcy Districts of 

olverhampton and Wal-all from the 1st of July, 1899, inclusive, in place 
of Mr. Edwin Pritchard, re-igned. 

Mr. Henny Srawrorts Hott, solicitor, of 6, Gray’s-inn-equare, W.C., 
has been appointed a for the County of London for Taking 
Affidavits in and fgr the Courts in Ontario. Mr, Holt was admitted in 
February, 1887, 
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Mr. H. Rocexr Sapp, solicitor, of 56, Gresham-street, London, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED. 

Ronert Myppieron Dymock, deceased (late of Trimpley, Ellesmere, 
Salop).—Any person knowing of a Will or other testamentary disposition 
of the above-named deceased is requested to communicate with Cap‘ain 
Pennefather, Welch Regiment, Aldershot. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
D1ssOLUTIONs. 


Grorce Ronert Hvpsarp aud Harry James Sueparp, solicitors (Hubbard 
& Shepard), 40, Chancery-lane, W.C., and 22, Conduit-street, W. June 
24. The business at No. 40, Chancery-lare, W.C., will in future be 
carried on by George Robert Hubbard on his sole account, and that at No. 
22, Conduit-street, W., by Harry James Shepard on his sole account. 

Rosert Ex.is Cuniirre, WALTER Grea, and Reemvatp Stewart MIi.vorp, 
solicitors, conveyancera, and notaries (Cunliffe & Greg), Manchester. 
So far as concerns the raid Robert Ellis Cunliffe, who retires from the 
partnership. The business will be carried on as heretofore, by the eaid 
Walter Greg and Reginald Stewart Milford. [ Gazette, June 30. 


TENERAL. 

Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy was knighted by the Queen on the 30th ult. 

The degree of LL.D. was, cn the 29th ult., conferred by Dublin 
University on Lord Macnaghten. 

Mr. Baylis, Q.C., Treasurer of the Inner Temple and Judge of the 
Liverpool Court of Passage, was efttertained at dinner at the House of 
Commons on Tuesday by his former pupils who are Members of Parliament. 
These ineluded Mr. Wharton, Sir Francis Powell, Sir Mark Stewart, Sir 
Henry Howorth, Sir Howard Vincent, Mr. Monckton, and Mr. Clare. 

In the couree of a notice of Lord Russell in Legal Literature for July the 
following story is told. He was in court once during the early part of his 
career at the bar, when a trial for bigamy was going on, and one of the 
counsel in the case, turning to him, asked him ina hurried whisper, 
** Russell, what’s the extreme penalty for bigamy/’’ ‘Two mothers-in- 
law,’’ was the prompt reply of the future Lord Chief Justice. 

Alderman Marvin, a solicitor and magistrate of Portsmouth, was 
drowned at Southsea on the 30th ult. He entered the water from a 
bathing machine, and after his swim was seen to return and sit on the 
steps of the machine. This was the last seen of him, and it is supposed 
that, owing to failure of the heart’s action, he fell into the water and was 
carried out to sea. 





Judge Wheaton A. Gray, says the Albany Law Journal, recently elevated 
to the Supreme Court Commission, hearing a criminal case in Fresno, and 
on a warm day, at the end of a 1l»ng harangue by the prosecuting counsel, 
noticed one of the jurymen asleep. As soon as the argument was com- 
pleted, the judge addressed the jury in this peculiar manner: ‘‘ Gentlemen 
of the jury, the prosecuting attorney has completed his argument; wake 
up and listen to the instructions of the court.”’ 

In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Pickersgill asked the First 
Lord of the Treasury whether his attention had been called to the recent 
report of the Bar Council on criminal business at assizes ; and whether 
the Government would, by Royal Commission or otherwire, cause inquiry 
to be made into the existing circuit system. Mr. Balfour said: ‘I believe 
there is no reason for a Royal Cumm'ssion on this subject, as all the facts 
are already in the hands of the public, or of that part of the publ’c which 
takes an interest in the matter. Some remedy has already been applied, 
but I understand that that remedy is insufficient. The matter has for 
some time been under the consideration of the Lord Chancellor, and I 
belicve he wiil have some proposals to make of a legislative character 
before long, either in this House or in another place.” — 

The Albany Law Journal records the death of Mr. Henry L. Clinton, of 
the New York bar, in his eightieth year. He was for many years one of 
the most prominent lawyers in the Metropolis. A native of Connecticut, 
ke went to New York in 1840, and six years later was admitted to the bar, 
taking up especially the practice of criminal law. In the course of his 
long career he was connected with many celebrated cases, some of which 
were admirably described by him in a book recently published, entitled, 
‘¢ Extraordinary Cases.’”’ Mr. Clinton was one of the counsel for the 
prosecution in the Tweed trial, and later helped to defend Richard Croker 
on the charge of murder. At a subsequent period in his brilliant career 
Mr. Clinton tcok up the practice of civil law, in which he was quite as 
succe:sful as ia the criminal branch, being chief counsel for the defence 
in a number of great will cases. Mr. Clinton succeeded, as counsel 
for the heirs of Commodore Vanderbilt, in haviog the will probated, 
and for this he received, according to report, a fee of $200,000. 

In the House of Commons on the 29th ult. Mr. C. McArthur askei the | 
Secretary of State for the Home Department whether Sir Arthur Charles | 
had been appointed by the Archbishop of Canterbury to be Dean of Arches 
under the provisions of the Public Worship Regulation Act, 1874, or | 
irrespective thereof; whether the judge about to be appointed under | 
section 7 of that Act by the Archbishops, with the approval of the Crown, | 
would become ex officio Dean of Arches and Official Principal of the | 
Chancery Court of York; and whether there was any law under which a | 
new Dean of Arches could be appointed while a vacancy in the office of | 
judge, under the aforesaid Act, remain unfilled. Sir M. W. Ridley said: | 
{ am informed that letters patent have been issued by the Archbishop of 
Qanterbury purporting to appoint Sir Arthur Charles to be Dean of Arches 





irrespectively of the Public Worship Regulation Act, 1874. The 

and third paragraphs of the question raise a point of law, on which 
er toners that different opinions are entertained and on which I have gy 
authcrity to pronounce. 

The follewing notice has been issued by the India Office: The qu 
of improving the position of the judges of the several High Courts in 
have recently been engaging the attention of the Secretary of State fg 
India in Council, and cn the 27th of April last he addressed a despatch t 
the Gove: nment of India informing them that the following changes hag 
been deciled upon: In future the salary of a puisne judge of, 
High Court in India will be Rs.48,000 instead of Rs.45,y 
per annum. The salaries of the chief justices, however, re : 
unchanged—viz.: Rs.72,000 per annum for the Chief Justice of 
Bengal, and Ks.60,000 per annum for the Chief Justices of 
Bombay, and the North-Western Provinces, Every chief justice or j 
appointed to a High Court in India will be called upon to resign his offigg 
on attaining the age of 60 years. The pensions will remain as at presen 
—viz., £1,800 per aunum for the Chief Justice of Bengal, £1,500 
annum for the chief justices of the other three High Courts, and £1) 
per annum for puisne judges. But the period of actual service requir 
by a chief justice or a puisne judge for earning his pension has bee 
reduced from 14} to 114 years. If at any time after 6} years service, by 
before he has served for 11} years, a judge is compelled to retire th 
ill-health, he will receive half the pension which he would have received 
if he had completed his full term of office. 

At the Lewes Assizes on Monday, Mr. Justice Mathew, in charging th 
grand jury, expressed his approval of the liberal exercise by the magistrates 
of their power to release accused persons on bail, and expressed his 
astonishment at the attack which had recently been made upon th 
administration of the criminal law. It was said to be a common cccurreng 
than an innocent person was committed by the magistrates for trial, and 
was detained for an undue length of time before the ass’zes. When thre 
assizes in the year were provided for in lieu of the old bi-annual rysteg 
efforts were made to fix the dates of the assizes as nearly as possible 
at equidistant periods. It rarely occurred that a person was accused 
of an offence for which bail was not allowed immediately afte 
the jury had been discharged at one assize, and was, therefore, kept i 
confinement until the next assize. In the calendar for Su’sex no prisong 
had been in custody for three months, and the average period of detention 
throughout the country would probably be found not to exceed two monthy 
aud a-half. The complaints that had been made, in the supposed interest 
of prisoners, and the demands that criminal courts should sit either cix o 
ten times in the year in cach county seemed unreasonable, and the pm 
posals to remedy the grievances complained of were most rash and inem 
siderate. The proposal that a Royal Commiction should be appointed did 
not indicate that any very urgent necessity was felt for the changes whic 
had been recommended. 

In the House of Lords on the 29th ult. the Earl of Morley asked He 
Majesty’s Government whether, in assessing the value for estate dutyaf 
property sold after the death of a testator, the Treasury was justified ia 
refusing to deduct the costs of the sale from the purchase-money. 
said that the question aroze in this way. On the death of a testator bis 
property had to be valued for the purposes of duty, the Finances Ad 
declaring that the value should be estimated at the price which, in th 
opinion of the commissioners, the property would fetch in the ope 
market. A valuation having been made, it might happen that the 
successor sold some of the property, avd the commi:sioners in sudh 
cases contended that, if the purchase-money obtained cxceeded the 
valuation, estate duty was payable upon the excess. He thought 
it was a question whether there should not be somé time limit 
beyond which claims should not be allowed. It appeared & 
him that the value of the property sold was tie price it fetched, 
less the cost of sale. He hoped the noble lord who answered the 
question would be able to give him some hope of the practice which # 
present prevailed being altercd, or, at any rate, that the question might 
be referred to the committee which the Chancellor of the Exchequer hal 
said would sit in the autumn to consider certain questious connected with 
the Finance Act. Viscount Cross, in reply, rad it was not for him to sy 
what the law ought to be, but simply to siy what the Jaw actually way, 
and the answer to his noble friend was that the Inland Revenue would mt 
be justified in making such an allowance as had been suggested. Th 
estate duty, being necessarily a duty on the estate, followed the analogy 
of the probate duty, and the commissioners had no power to make ay 
deduction, except in one case authorized by the Act. In the opiniond 
the Inland Revenue they had not power by law to make any reduction @ 
sale or otherwise, except in the case of property situate ou* of the Unilel 
Kingdom. 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

July 12,—Mesars, Epwix Fox & Bovsriep, at the Mart, at 2:—Loughton, Essex: Fee 
hold Property, known as the Beech House Estate, close to the Loughton 
comprising alone 117 acres. folicitors, Messrs. Barfield & Barfield, London. ( 
advertisement, this week, p. 3.) 

July 12.—Messrs. Humpert & Fuivt (in conjunction with Messrs. Cuestrrton & Boxs 
the Mart, at 2:—Kensington, W.: Freehold Residence, situated on the s ot 
Campden-hill, for forty years the residence of Mr. MacCullum. the well-known 
Solicitors, Messrs. R. 8. Taylor, Son, & Humbert, and A. Guy Ellis, Esq , of 
(See advertisement, J <> p. 614.) 

July 12.—Messrs Dovetas Youxa & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Elsenham (on the bonis 
of Hertfordshlre): Freehold Property, with possession, known as Pennington 
Solicitors, Messrs. Hind & Robinson ; Messrs. Ashurst Morris, Crisp, & Co. ; and 
John H. Wrentmore, all of London.— Brockley: 13 Houses in the Early English if 
Solicitors, Messrs. Monro, Slack, & Co, London.—Thornton Heath : H 
rental value £26 per annum, Solicitors, Messrs. Melvil, Green, & Charles, Wi 
—Herne Bay: Freehold Building Land, in 2 Parcels.—Freehold Ground-rent off 
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, secured upon 8 Houses in Lower Orchard-street. Solicitors, Messrs. J. N. 
Eisvon iE C., Toston —C Yhariton, Kent : 9 Leasehold Houses. Solicitor, J. Hayward, 
Esq., London.—Streatham : Freehold Residence, let at £40 per annum. Solicitors, 
Mets. Gard, Hall, & Rook, London, (ee advertisements, this week, p. 634; June 

27, p. 4.) 
_— rs. 
aly Hr investment) : A Long Leasehold Town Residence, at £40 per annum ground- 
rent ; direct lease from Earl Cadogan, baving 86 years unexpired. Solicitors, Samuel 

Lithgow, Esq.,and Messrs, Stibbard, Gibson, Wills, & Dunc .n, London.—39. 

quare, and Stables: A Long Leasehold Town Mansion in this fashionable square, 
with access to and overlooking the large omega garden ; held direct feom Earl 
Cadogan for an unexpired term of 74 years, at“the ground-rent of £30 per annum. 
foliciturs, Messrs. Witham, Roskell, Munster, & Weld, London, (See advertise- 


nents, July 1, p. 5.) 
Revensions, Lire Poricigs, &c. 
H. E. Fesrer & Crawrietp held their usual fortnightly Sale (No. 646) of the 


ta Intesests at the Mart, E U., on Thursday last, when the following Lots were Sold at 
the prices named, the total being £3 495. 
: ‘A Sum of £300 with arrears of interest ooo eee ane Sold £370 
BEVERSION : - : * 
Absolute to One- sixth of £31,000 ; lives 37 and 45 sed “ne ¥ » 1,000 
Absolute to £2,180; life 40 wen ees , ao eae se 610 
Absolute to Two-sevenths of Peckham Leaseholds, producing £267 14s, 
per annum; lifeé4 ... ove oxo : <5 ome on - 25 
Absolute to One-tenth cf Frechold, No. 6, Albert-terrace, Blackpool ; = 
life72 .. an ian me we ove eee eee see ooo ” 
LIFE INTEREST in Freeboléds at New Cross, producing £62 8s. per 
annum ; life 58; and Reversion to Sharis of ditt» .. ove : ” 20) 
Mortgage Debt of £400 mn ie : aoe ove eee oes ” 30 
LIFE POLICIES : : 
Erdowment for £1,500; life 58 one ont eos ove oe vee ” 890 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 

London Gazette.—Fripay, June 30 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1m CHaxcery. 

Breese Burisn Patent Syxvicate, LimitEp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
16, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
kichard Kilvyington Hattersley, 165, Fenchurch st. Whitehead & Co, Fleet st, eolors to 
eee 

ote fu re Co, Limrrep —Creditora are required, on or before July 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the ——- of their debts or claims, to Samuel Taylor and 
Jobn Thomas Davies, 3, Temple bldgs, Swansea. & Co, Swansea, eolors for 

i tors 

Fo mee INTERNATIONAL, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 28, to snd 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Julius Wilson 
Hetherington Byrne, 81, Gracechurch st ; % 

Eurzass OF CoOLGARDIE Gop Mive (1896), Liwrrep —Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their claims, to Henry 
de Jersey Chudleigh, care of J. H. Byrne & Co, 81, Gracechurch st 

Huyvows’, Liurren—Creditors aie required, on or before Aug 12, to rend their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. J. V. Philpott, 87, Bar- 
tholomew close ; 

Paopentizs Acquisition Synpicare, Limrrep—Petn for winding up will be heard on 
Wednesday, July 12 Digby, 2, Coleman st. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 11 

BR. Wusox & Co, Limrtzp—Creditors are required, on or before July 15, to send in their 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Lowther, 
routhey et, Keswick 

fours Wa.es Srexet axyp Trxe.atre Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to William Barclay Feat, 3, Lothbury. James, Swansea, solor to liquidator 

finart, Louren—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to send their names and 
eddressez, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sydney Jeffreys, 22, Queen st, 
Cheapside 

Wussen Guise & Bons, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before July 29, to send 
their names, addresses, and particulars of their debts to Harry Hands, Colmore row, 
Birmingham. Tunbridge, Redditch, solor to liquidator 





Trotiore, at the Mart, at 2 :—20, Lower Sloane-street. 8.W. (for occu- | Purmovra Mxcuantics’ Ivstrrure —Creditors are required, on or before Aug il, to 
send particulars of their 


' 
| Carnotic Baoraers’ Frrenpty Society, 


New Umvos Mrz, Co (sn Lequemaanen) tina ene pogtient, ones titans Baki. ¢ 

ew UsNiIon LL Co UN QUIDATION are requ on or ore Au oO 

send their names a | particulars of their claims, to William Edward 
Willson, New Union Mill, Grosvenor st, West Birmingham. Pinsen' & Co, Birm'ng- 
ham, solora for liquidator 


claims or demands to John W. Bickle, Temole chmbrs, 
Weatwell st, Plymouth, so!or to trustees 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
, Lancaster. June 2) 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Jaly 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
| Limirep m Caancrry. ~~ 
Avaican Exporters, Limrrep (1s Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or bef sre 
Aug 15, to send their names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Kikanah Mackintosh Sharp, 28 and 29, 8t Swithin’s lane 
} Covenrtay Sraurirxa Co, Liurrep—Peta for winding up, presented June 26, dirested to 
be heard on July 12. Sharpe & Co, 12, New ct, Carey st, agents for Ryland & Uo 
| Birmingham, solors for petaers. ‘otice of appearing must reach the above-nam 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jaly 11 
Fancy Drsss Batts Co, Limrrep—Peta for winding up, presented July 3, directed to be 
heurd on Jaly 12, Isaacs, 2, Basi l avenue, solor for petners. Notice of ap og 
| must reach the above-named not than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 11 
| Fow.rer-Wanisc Cases Co, Linrrep (1x Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug 4, to send their names and and the particulars of their deb's or 
| ¢laims, to J. A. Blackwood, 110, Fenchurch st 
| Gop ano Corper Freips Syxpicare Lourep (1x Liquipation)—Ceeditors are soguine. 
on or before Aug 15, to send in their names a’ and particulars of their 
claims, to the Hon W. F. B. Massey-Mainwariog, 34, U.d Broad-street. burn & 
Berridge, Old Broad-street, solors for liquidator 
Henry Lewis & Co, Limtrepo—Creditors are required, on or before July 18, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of ir debts or claims, to Lawrence Hasluck, 
17, Holborn-viaduct 
Ixpustaiat Contract Copropation, Linttep (IxCORPORATED UNDER THE NAME OF THE 
Avuxitiany Stores, Limrrep)—Petn for wi Ep. Eecoonted i 
| heard July 12, Lumley & Lumley, 87, Conduit st, st, solors for r. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the aftsrnoon of 
| y il 


Reviaxce Tung Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Etkanah Macintosh 
Sharp, 120, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Sartinc Suir “ Lonp Rirox” Co, Liurep— tors are required, on or before Aug 1, 
to seni their names and addresses, and iculars of their debts or claims, to Johu 
Herron, 15, Tower bldgs, Water st, Liverpool. Hill & Co, << solors to liquidator 

Simon Lappury & Co, Limrrap —Peta for up, presen June 30, directed to 
to be heard on July 12. Savory & Co, Outer ple 222, Strand, solors for petners. 

Notice ret a peasing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'c!ock in the after- 

| noon of July 

| Tawo Vace Coxutery Co, Limrrep (1x Votuntary Te scomeypans! FP ena are required, 

| on or before Aug 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 

| debts or claims, to Forshaw & Parker, 9, Cannon st, Preston, solors for liquidators 

T. Prerroist & Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Holland Turner, Arcade chmbis, King st, Wi aham, Wigan, solor for liquidator 

Untiomirep in CHAnogry. 

Evectaicat. Timz Recorpixe Co—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 18, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. A. B. 
Ciifton, 31, Bedford-row 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Lirrtemoon Wortixc Man’s Friznpity Arp Sociery, Royal Hotel, Greenside, Pudsey, 

Yorks June 21 











WakrnInG To InTENDING House Purcnassrs anp Lessgzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The tary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Kee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
| years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.’’—[Apvr.] 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 23, 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 

Lisoxp, CorvetiA Warpe, Hotel Victoria High Coutt | 


y 29 Ord June 26 


Adjud Feb 2, 1898 Annul June 14, 1899 | 
Lanoxp, ConperiA Warpe, Covent Garden Hotel 
Court Adjud May 25,1898 Annul June 14, 1899 
TureikeLD, Tuomas, Lazonby, Cumberland, Farmer | 
y a my May yt , ney 20, 1899 | 
uxixs, Joun Epwarp, Gree ores, Grocer Birming- | < 
bam’ Adjud Feb 26, 1698 Annul June 15, 1809 fi ag gs 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, June 27. | . : 
; ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. a 
REETHAM, FrepERICK WitLiam Vixcent, Stanhope Lines, | : 
Aldershot, Lieutenant Guildford ‘and Godalming —— seep, Station, 
Adjud Nov 28, 1895 Annul May 9, 1899 | seene, Eee 
Layg, ARTHUR James, residence unable to ascertain, Gent | ~~ Leeds Lead Merchants 
High Court Adjud Sept 25, 1897 Annul June 21, 1899, Leeds, 
Londcn Gazeste.—Frivay, June 80. | = 
RECEIVING ORDERS 


June 15 Ord June 28 


FvuLsrook, 


Pet June 26 


Eason, James Wituiam, Bourne, Lincs, 

Peterborough Pet June 27 

| Evaxs, Tuomas, Tredegar, Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet Gore beg Havant, Hants, Printer Portsmouth Pet 
une 


High | Fane, Evizanetn Mepora, Cavendirh, Suffolk Colchester 
Pet May 11 Ord June 23 

Wituiam = Francis, 

Builder Swindon Pet June 26 Ord June 26 | 

Faversham, 


Pang = Licensed Victualler 
enison, and Joun WiriiiaAm Heaps, 


| Horn, Wittiam, jun, Blyth, 
Ord June 26 


Sree. Durayry, Liverpool, Merchants Liverpool Pet { Su:ru, Frank Beavaont, Rochdale Rochdale Pet June 28 
Ma Ord June 28 


Egg Merchant | Srrixesr, WiettAm James, Wood st, Licensed Victualler 
Ord June h Court Pet JuneS Crd June 26 
} June 24 
| Warsox, Wittiam Epwarp, Queen Victoria st High 
| Court PetJune6 Ord June 26 
| Wetis, James, and Cravoivs Weis, East Dereham, 
Norfolk, Coachbuilders Norwich Pet June 27 Ord 
June 27 


New Saindon, Wilts, 


_ Kent, Confectioner 

Ord June 24 | 

Leeds Pet June 26 Ord | FIRST MEETINGS. 

| Axprews, Fraepericx, London wall, Financial Agent 
July 10 at 12 Bankruptey bldgs, Garey at 

| Ayiwarp, Martuew, Darfield, nr Barnsley, Coal Miner 
July 7 at 10.15 Off Rec, R st, Barasley 

Barker, Amprose, Commercial Traveller 

quly 10 at 11.80 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


et June 28 Ord June 28 
Leeds Pet June 28 Ord | 

Builder Newcastle on Tyne | 
| 


: 4 yne 
Ship Semec he A — Builder Newcastle on Tyne Luvox Brorugrs, Poplar High Court Pet May 27 Ord a idee South & ensington July 7at 11 Bank 
Axpxews, Frepenicx, London wall, Financial Agent High | ,, _¢™* 23 Bow.sn, F E, urch st, Company Promoter July 


Court Pet June6 Ord June 27 olver: 
25 Ord June 26 

Bowen, F E, Gracechurch st, Company Promoter High 
Court PetMay18 Ord June 27 


Brazixn, som, jouthwick Brighton Pet June 26 Ora | = 


Pet June 10 


une 
Caxuant, Tom, Crewkerne, Hotel Keeper Yeovil Pet ogee 


June 28 Ord June 28 

Caxrwricnr, Exi, Smethwick, Staffs Birmingham Pet 
June 27 Ord June 27 

Cuapwick, Jonn Writram, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Leeds 


! 
| Perrs, Groror 


| McCracken, Henry Epwarp, Wolverhampton, Draper 
Bares, Warren, South Kensington HighCourt Pet May | Mg RL, a ll Halifax, Wive Worker 
Halifax PetJunei7 Ord June 27 
| Payne, Witiiam, 8t yon a the Sea, Lancs Preston 
une 
Pores, Coens James Putir, Dawlish, Devon, Grocer 


Tuomas, Cheriton, Kent, Wheelwright 
terbury Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Ramspex, Bexsamin Turron, Hunslet, Leeds, Butcher 
Pet June 28 Ord June 23 


10at2.30 Bankru bicgs, Carey st 

Brazien, ALBERT, Boutns | a July 7 at 2.80 Off 
Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, ton 

Baister, Tuomas James, Leicester, Grocer’s Assistant 
July 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1 

Bryant, Georce, Seacombe, Dealer July 11 

Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Bucxincnam, Marx, Chesham, Bucks, Cowkeeper July 7 
at12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Caum, Monrsis, , Builder July 7 at 2.30 Off 


Byrom 
Oust, durne, Norwich, Engineer July 8 at 1.80 Off 


June 27 


Norwich 





Pet June 26 Ord June 26 Ross, Witt1am, North Walsham, Norfolk, Travelliag “ . 
Couves, Epwarp James, Lansdown-road, Stockwell Draper Norwich Pet June 28 Ord June 28 Covves, Epwarp James, Stockwell, Licensed Victualler 

Licented Victualler High Court Pet June 8 Ord | Rovearsuaw, Joux, Bradford, M ic Bradford Pet July 7 at 12 bldgs, Carey st 

June 27 June 23 Ord June 26 Derricutr, Jon, jun, ley, Wheelwright 
Davies, Witiam, Stanley Town, nr Ferndale, Glam, | Ropertsox, Jounx, Ashington, Northumber! Rabbit July 10 at 2 Tven & Co., licitors, 

Collier Pontypridd Pet June 16 Ord June 28 Catcher Newcastle on Tyne Pet June9 Ord June 26 | Dexter, Grorar ALBERT, Leicester, July 7 at 8 
Dawsox, Sauvet, Moss Side, nr Manchester Salford Pet st, bs st, 


Ds gh Ord June 27 , 
AKIN, ALFRED Norman, Coven Manager Coven 
Pet June 17. Ord Juneag yd 
Dustey, Fraycis Arrnur Greconry, Strood, nr Rochestér, 
Painter Rochester Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
Ranty, Coances Jonny GueEnsutecps, and WitiiaM 


June 26 





Rurrneap, Warter Witiiam Arruvr, New 
Li d Victualler High Court 


Sxarpon, Witu1am, Plymouth, Commission Agent Ply- 
mouth Pet June 26 Ord J . 


Skerritt, Tuomas Heyy, Irthlingboroug 
facturer Northawpton Pet June 14 of2.5 


Bond ff Rec, 1, Leicester 

Pet June 28 Ord | Distey, Francis Antavr Grecory, Strood. nr Rochester, 
Painter July 10 at 11.30 115, High st. Rochester 

Evays, Joun Lewis, a hae Ship Chandler July 10 

Gans, Hexpest, Shoreditch, Shoe Manufac- 


July 10 a$2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


une 26 
Shoe Manu- 
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Goonmas, Hann, Kettering, Leather Dresser Jaly 7 at 12 | Parxs, Wii1a, St Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs Preston | Davixs, Tuomas, ome, Grocer June 11 at ll Lik 
ms ; 


Rec, County Court st, Northampton 

Gairritnus, Jouy, Carew, Pembroke, Farmer July 14 at 12 
Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Hervert, Bexs amin, Rotherham, Yorks, Innkeeper July 
7at2.30 Off Rec, Figtree la, Sheffield 

Heesiman, Rosert, and Frepernick Cavp, Bideford, 
Devons, Carriage Builders July 7 at 12.15 George 
and Railw.y Hotel, Bristol 

Hirtoy, Jous Grorce Maxweit, Bow Common In, 
Electrician July 10at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jacxsoyx, Epwarp, Old Ford, Butcher July7atil Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

James, Saran, Grosmont, Mon, Farmer July 10at10 2, 
Offa st, Hereford 

James, Witiiam, Pontypool, Mon, Grocer Jaly 10 at 11 
Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 


James, WiLLiAM Henny, Penryn, Cornwall, Builder July | 


10 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Traro 


Jessop, Josern Artuvr, Bradford, Restaurant Manager 


July 7atil Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Kates, Wittiam, Paddington, Butcher July 7 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Leak, Grorce Henny, Leeds, Book-keeper July 7 at 11 | 


Off Reo, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Lewis, CHarves Wituiam James, and Wittiam Rosear 
Lewis, Brookend, Ross, Builders July 10 at 10 2, 
Offa st, Hereford 

Maatin, James ALEXANDER, Guildford, Accountant July 
7 at 11.45 County and Borough Hall, Guildford 

Masox, Tgomas Frepraicx, Hockley, Nottingham, Tailor 
July 8at12 Off Reo, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Mererieitp, Frepverwcx Antuony Burves, Portswood, 
Southampton, Builder July 8 at 11 Off Re3, 172, 
High st, Southampton 

Mives, Mies, Treherbert. Glam, Butcher July 7 at 3 135, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Morais, Joux, Wigan, Grocer July 10at 3 Court house, 
King st, Wigan 

OtprieLp, Frep, Derby, Grocer July 11 at3 Off Rec, 40, 


St Mary’s gate, Derb 
Parker, Epwarp Price, Welling ugh, Builder July 
bldgs, Sheep st, 
Northampton 


at 12.30 Off Rec, County Court 
Pereas, Cuances James Puitir, Dawlish, Devon, Grocer, 
J 7 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Prict, Cuantes Hersert, Richmond, Licensed Vi:tualler 
July 7 at 1230 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Smrru, Tom, Lincoln, Labourer July 7 at12 Off Rec, 3), 
ilver st, Lincoln 
Suter, Tuomss, Havant, Hants, Printer July 7 at3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Tuomas, Davin, Neath, Glam, ith July 11 at 12 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Waap, Tuomas, St Leonard’s on Sea July 11 at2 County 
Cours Office, 24, a pes mage 2 
Wesser, George Prance, Wadebridge, Cornwall, Grocer 
July 10 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Wesroars, Rosent, Gt Yarmouth, Smack Skipper July 8 
atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Wairengzap, Crarence Ricnarp Mittox, Chislehurst, 
Kent, Coach Painter July7 at 11.30 21, Railway app, 
London bdge 
Wixp, Bessamix, and Jony Heyry Crsnxe, Southport, 
Engineers July 11 at 2,30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 
Wynn, Exizanern, Middlesborough July 19 at 3 Off Rec, 
8, Albert rd, Middlesboroug’ 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Banks, Avrrep Epwarp, Wolverhampton, Gracer Wolver- 
hampton Pet June 2i Ord June 26 
Braxvox, Wittiam Heyry, Fleet st High Court Pet 
May 31 Ord June 27 
Bucxincuam, Mark, Ohesham, Bucks, Cowkeeper Ayles- 
bury Pet May 26 Ord June 26 
Carnart, Tom, Crewkerne, Hotel Keeper Yeovil Pet 
June 28 Ord June 28 
Cuapwick, Joux Wuitiam, Leicester, Joiner Leicester 
Pet June 23. Ord June 23 
Dawson, Samust, Manchester Salford Pet June 24 Ord 
D ae a R Tk Derb 
ZAN, GeorGr Ropenrt, eston, Derbys, Builder 
Pet May 17 Ord June 28 r . mined 
Distey, Fraxcis Anruvr Grecory, Strood, nr Rochester, 
Painter Rochester Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
ae —— vous GreensHigips, and WiiiiaM 
TEEL wurRANTy, Liverpool, Merchants Liverpool 
- Pet vw 29 — a 
vans, Tuomas, Tr Mon, Grocer Tr Pe 
Junei5 Ord June #5” : — . 
Futsrook, Wit11am Francis, New Swindon, Wilts, Builder 
Swindon Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
Goprrey, Grorce Tuomas, Balham, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet June7 Ord June 27 
Go.pstone, Simox, Leeds Leeds Pet June 26 Ord 
June 26 
Grrexwoop, Joun James, James Wituiam CLayTon, and 
Tuomas Hawontn, Blackburn, Cotton Manufacturers 
Blackburn Pet June6 Ord June 23 
Gairrix, WavtrEr, Old Trafford, Manchester, Tailor Man- 
chester Pet June16 Ord June 27 
Hanttey, Ditworrn, and Eowarp WarpLewortn, Black- 
burn, General Dealers Biackburn Pet April 27 Ord 


June 27 
Hayyes, James, Derby, Licens2d Victualler Derby Pet 
June 28 June 28 


Horx, Wic.tam, jun, Blyth, Builder Newcastle on Tyne 
z Pet Jane 26 Ord June 28 
OWARD, Henny Caanies, Mount st, Berkeley eq Hizh 
Court Pet Dee2) Ord June 23 ithe ° 
Juxxkins, WiLtiAM, Pembroke Dock, Contractor Pembroke 
Dock Pet May 16 Ord June 23 
Law, Witi1am, Lewisham rd, Dartmouth Park High 
_ Court Pet May 26 Ord June 24 
Liwen, Bersnant Junius, Love lo, Wood st, Commission 
Agen’ Court Pet June i3 Ord June 21 
McCaackex, Henry Epowanv, Wolverhampton, Draper 
Wolverhampton Pet June27 Ord June 28 
Miturxetox, Homrnery, Ovenden, Halifax, Wireworker 
—— re 17 Ord June 27 
Moss, ALrrep, a REDERICK Moss, Twickenham, Grocers 
High Court Pet June 10 Ord June 23 





Pet June 10 Ord June 28 
| Pensy, Sauvet Braprorp, Martock, Somerset, Farmer 
| Yeoyii Pet May 80 Ord June 27 
| Perers, Cuanves James Pair, Dawlish, Devoz, Grocer 
Exeter Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
Rausoxx, Beysamts Tortoy, Hunslet, Leds, Butcher 
Leeds Pet June 23 Ord June 28 
Ross, Wituram, North Walshsm, Norfolk, Travelliag 
Draper Norwich Pet June 23 Ord Jane 28 
Roperrsuaw, Joux, Bradford, Mechanic Bradfori Pet 
June28 Ord June 23 : 
Sxocer, Hoxace, Walsiogiam House, Piceriilly, 
Theatricsl Manager High Court Pet Aprilé6 Ord 
June 24 
Sxarpox, Wituiamu, Plymouth, Commission Agent Ply- 
mouth Pet Juse 23 Ord June 26 
Gxerritr, Tuomas Henry, Irthliogb:rouzh, Shoe Manu- 
facturer Northampton PetJuae1l4 O d June 27 
Sauiru, Frank Beaumoxt, Rochdale Rochdale Pe! June 
28 Ord June 23 
Warson. WitiiaAM Epwarv, Queen Victorixst High Court 
Pet June5 Ord June 26 
Weuts, Jam s, and Craupivs We.ts, East Dereham 
Norfolk, Coachbuilders Norwich Pet June 27 O:d 
June 27 
Wurreneap, Crarexce Ricnarp Mivroy, Chis'ehrst, 
Kent, Coach Painter Croydon Pet June 26 Ord 
June 20 
London Gazet'e.—Tourspay, July 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Boorman, Joux Lawson, Sittingbourae, Kent, Butcher's 
Asistant Rochester Pet June 30 Ord June 39 
Coates, Wituias. Austwick, Yorks, Gro:sr Bradford Pet 
Jaly1 Ord July 1 
CockrEeLi, Jouy, Cheltenham, Sadd'er Cheltenham Pet 
June 23 Ord June 28 
Crossiey, Antuur, Dewsbury, Printer 
June 29 Ord June 29 
Dark, Samvue., St George, Bristol Bristol Pet June 29 
Ord June 29 
Dossoy, Henry Bearpmore, Leeds, Tobacco Merchant 
Leeds Pct Junei4 Ord June 29 
Exior, ArTaur, Northumberland s‘, Maryleb»n31d, Ac'or 
High Court Pet April19 Ord Juae 30 
Evans, James Freperick, R dstone, nt Narberth, Pem- 
— Tailor Pembroke Dock Pet June 29 Od 
une 
Farmer, Ricuarp Cecit, Hartfield, Sussex, Builder Tun- 
bridge Wel's Pet June 80 Ord June 30 
Feravsox, Tuomas, West Auckland Durham Pet Jane 
29 Ord June 29 
Fisuer, Toomas Wittiam Du Beauvoir Town, Kingsland, 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Jane7 Ord 
June 30 
Fox, Epwarp Tuomas, Wo dchester, nr Stroud, Glos, 
Woollen Cloth Manufacturer Gloucester Pet Ja'ty 1 
Ord July 1 
Eraycis, Coartes Epwarp, Pontypool, Grocer Newport, 
Mon Pet July1 Ord July1 
France, CuarLtes Georce, Hornsey, Hosier High Court 
Pet June 9 Ord June 30 
Gisss, Grorce, Somberbvy, Leicester, Draper Leicester 
Pet July1 Ord July 1 
| GieonL1, Georcx, Eland, Yorks, Confectioner Halifax 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Jerreny, Huan, jun, Ventnor, I ofW, Monumental Mason 
Newport Pet June 30 Ord June 30 
Jongs, Artuur, Bow mon Jn, Burdett ri, Butcher 
Wandsworth Pet Apri! 25 Ord June 29 
Kixé, CoarLorre Metrora, Chels2a High Court Pet June 
29 Ord June 29 
Lavras, WitiiaM Jous, and Tuomas Lavaie, Chorlton-on- 
Medlock, Manchester, Tailors Manchester Pet June 29 
Ord June 29 
Lexce, Grorcx, Barrow in Furness, ‘¢ Merchant 
Barrow in Furness Pet Jaly1 OriJuly 1 
Matraews, Henry Epwanrps, View, I of W, Builder 
Newport Pet July1 Ord Jaly1 
Mercatre, Wi.1aM, orth, York, Blacksmith Leeds 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Mountrorp, Joux, and Josera Lacey, Derby, House 
2 a Derb tpg Ord = 
opsins, CHARLES WiLLiAM, Watlington, Oxford, Engineer 
Aylesbury Pet June10 Ord July1 
Sv Rurs, H M B, Finsbury pvt, Company Promoter 
High Court Pet June 5 June 29 
Smaces, Jonny, Gt Horton, Bradford, Manager Bradford 
Pet June 19 Ord Juans 29 
Suaces Broruers & Co, Gt Horton, Bradford, Manufac- 
turers Bradford Pet June19 Ord June 29 
Sxirn, Atpertr Epwarp, Gainsborough Lincoln Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 
Waxes, Richarp Suerratt, New Milton, Southampton, 
Provision Southampton Pet May 10 Ord 
June 30 
Yares, Exvizasern, Leicester, Costumier Leivester Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Armetronc, Jonny Tuomas, Huddersfield, Bootmaker July 
12at12 19, John William st, Huddersfield 
Astiey, JAmEs, hm Rael July 12at 3 Of 
Rec, Byrom st, Man 
Beck, Eveene, Birmingham, Goods Importer July 13 at 
12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Bevineton, Grorce, and Arruur Joun Bevixeron, 
Hanley, Earthenware Manufacturers July 13 at 430 
North Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 
Cameron, Jonn Raypotrn, Lancaster, Auctionser July 14 
at3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Caney, James, Coventry, Licensed Victualler July 17 at 
11 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
CHADWICK, Joun Wi.u1am, Leicester, Joine: July 11 at 
12.80 Off Rec, 1, idge st, Leic2ster 
Caesnuire, Wittiam, Atherstone, Warwick. Boot Dealer 
July 2t atit 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Convery, Henry, Reading, Greengrocar July 13 at’ 12 





Dewsbury Pet 


Queen’s Hotel, Reading 
CrossLey, Antuur, Dewsbury, Printer Julyll at 3 Of 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, po 
| Davies, Jonx Cuarces, Pontlottyn, Glam July 11 at 12 
} 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 








Mary st, Card : 

Dawaox, Samvet, Moss Side, nt Manchester Jaly 12 
2.39 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Deakin, Atrrep Norway, Coventry, Manager July tag 
113) Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Dvuranty, Cuarces Joay GrReensaiecn3, and W, 
Sree. Dvrasty, Liverpsol, Merchan’s July 
23) Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

E.sox, Jawes Wittiim, Bourae, Lincs, Egg Me 
July 14at 11.45 Law Courts, New rd, Peterbo 

Euscry, Henrseat, Bridliagton Quay, Barding-higs 
Proprietor July 11 at 11.30 Of Res, 74, Newboroagi, 
Scarborough : : 

Foro, James. Bramhall, Cheshire, Blacksmith July igg 
11.30 Off Kec, County chmbrs, Marke’ p!, Stockport 

Fucsrook, WItLtam Francis. New Swiadon, Wilts, Bailie 
Jaly 12at11 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swiadon 

Garuick, Frepentck Witiiam, Hampton ia Arie, 
Warwicts. Grocer Ju'y 13 at 11 174, Corporati mg, 
Birmingham } 

Gearaen, WAtTeR, Faversham, Kent, Confectioner Jaly yy 
at 11 Off Rec, 73, Castile st, Canterbury 

GuxoniLt, Groras, Elland. York, Wholesale Confections 
July 25at11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Gotpstoxe, Simon, Leeds July 12 at 11 Of Reo, @ 
Park row. Leeds 

Greeswoop, Joun James, James Witttam Chavroy, ay 
Tuomas Hawortu, Blackburn, Cotton M sufasctapey 
July 12at 1 County Court house, Blackburn 

Hayyes, Jaues, Morleige, Derby. Liceased Victuale 
July 1lat33) Off Rec, 49, St Mary’s gt, Darby 

Howse, Sauvet Arcuer. Newzastle uader Lyme, Joing 
July 11 at 1030 Of Rec, King st, Ne weastle unde 


yme : : 
Hupsox, Epwix, Stoke uzon Trent, Bailder Jay ig 
345 Off Res, King st, Newcastle un ler Lyme 
Hvuwenreys, Marcarer. Llanduin», Dressmaker July 
at1t45 Junction H>tel, Liandudao Juaction 
Jones, Wititam, Gyffia. nr Conway, Carnarvons, Grog 
July 12 at 11.30 Junction Hotel, Lianduda> Juwtig 
Kise, Caartotre Meciora, Chelsea, Lodgiag hou 
Keeper Julyilat12 Bankruptcy dldgs, Carey st 
Lavare, Wittiam Joun, and Tuomas Lauria, Chorltongs 
Medlock, Manchester, Tailors July 13 at 28) OF 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Lutrox, WALuer Sipyey, Poplar July 11 at 2.3) Bagh. 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st ; , 
Mituixcrox, Huupnrey, Ovenden, Halifax, Wire Works 
July 25 at 10.80 Off Rec, Towohall chmbra, Halifax 
Nixoy, Rev Tuomas Wic11aM, Leatherhead, Surrey July 
at 11.30 24, Railway app. Loadon Bridge 
Parasaauv, Taomas, Old Hill, Staffs, Auctioneer Julyif 
at1030 Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dadley 
Perrs, George Tuomas, Cheriton, Kent, Wheelwright 
July 13 at 10.30 Off Rec, 73, _ st, Canterbury 
Reip, Jonny Artuvr, Walbrook, Merchant July 12 at il 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Ricaarps, 8, Catherine st, Strand, Publican July 13 atif 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st : 
RopertTsuaw, Joun, Bradford, Mechanic July il &if 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Sr. Rura, H M Bb, Fiosbury pavement, Company Promote 
July 12 at 2.80 Bankru>tcy aie. Carey st 
Sarr. Eowiy, Stockport Traveller July 13 at11 Off Res, 
County chmbrs, Market pl, een td 
SzicexBeRG, Jacos, Bow, Commercial Clerk July 14 at? 
ankruptcy bldga, Carey st ‘ 
Simmons, ALyreD GapareL, Wes: Kensiagton, Lacemsp 
July 13 at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Siteson, Josern Frepenick, Leeds, Tanner July 12 at$ 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Ssurn, ALBERT Epwarp. Gainsborough July 11 at & 
Off , 81, Bilver st, Lincoln i 
Surrn, Harry, and Ernest Atrrep Suria, Birminghw, 
Grocers July 12at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmiaghwm 
Spiers, ALEXANDER DonaLpson, Kensingtony Ac ountant 
uly 14a52.80 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Svupatu, Roseat, Manchester, Engraver July 13 at $ 
Off Byrom st, Manchester 
Surtees, Janz Mancaret Roxsy, Joun Roxsy Surrees, 
and Grorce Surtees, Benfieldside, Durham, Baildes 
July 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, 3), Mos‘cy st, Newewuts 
on e 
Turner, Wittia, Carlisle, Grocer July 14at 3 Off Ras 
34, Fisher st, Carlisle Y 
Waker, Epwix Corsert, Bloxwich, Staffs, Pab’ic Hous 
Manager July 12 at 11.80 Off Rec, Walsall 
Waker, Joun Henay, Kingswinford, Stafford, Licenxd 
Victualler July 11 at 145 W R Skelding, Aus- 
tioneer, High st, Stourbridge 
Waicur, Cuances, 8t Helens, Lancs, Baker July 12e¢ 
12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
'ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bartow, Harry Sisruorve, Kensiogton High Court Pet 
June 27 Ord Feb 20 ee 
Beck. Evoens, Birminghaw, G.o4s Importer Birmingham 
Pet May 31 Ord June 30 
Berssrein, Barsett, Stepney, Bo >t Manufacturer Hig 
Court Pet June 12 Ord Juae 29 - 
Boorsuax, Jonx Lawaoy, Sittingbourne, Kent, Batebers 
istant Rochester Pet June 30 Ord Juae3) | 
Brazier, AvBert, Southwick, Sussex Pes June 23 
June 29 “ 
Coates, WiitiAM Austwick, Yurks, Grocer Bradford Pet 
Julyi Ord July 1 
CockerELt, Jon. Cheltenhin, Saddler Cheltenham Pa 
Jans 23 Ord June 28 
Crosstey, Artnua, Dewsbury, Printer Dexsducy Ps 
June 2) Ord June 29 F 
Darx, SAmvEL, Bastol, Groom Bristol Pet Jace 2 Om 
June 3) . 
Davies, semen Carliff, Grooor Cardiff Pet Jum) a 


une 

Davies, Wii, Stauleytown, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet June 16° Ord June 29 

Eason, James Witiam, Bourne, Lines, Egg Mordhisat 

~ “Peterborough Pet Jane 27 Ord June 30 

Essex, Ausent, Bristol, Solicitor Bristol Pet Janel? 
Ord June 29 

Evans, James Freprnick, Redstone, nr Narberth, Pembroke 
Tailor Pembroke Dock Pet June 2? Ord June % 
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——— 
Pagan Ragen Cry, Hasidic. Soacer, Builder Tua- | PISSING WILL. — £20 REWARD. — 
Wells Pet June r Ooravin x, M.D., Deceased field 
ah.» Teonss, Vene a Auckland, Durham Durham Newlands Park, ‘Brdeakaoe = ay & - the OPER. 
June 2 - custody of or k ledge Ladesbout 

dienes Cuanies Epwarp, ‘Pontypool, Grocer Newpoit, | Will of afar koowted cee tg a pone Sa &6 
7 + ] 
? ae BAR 


tJuly1 Ord July 1 req - 
=a oo, } ~ hg Leicester, Desper Lelesster it | ae Broomuzeap, Wicutman, & Moore, Solicitors, 

The Strongest and 
most Capacious 


Game, 2 1 Ord July 1 
_ Box File Made. 
























































Joux Grorcr Maxweit, Bow Common la, 
mu. ican High Court Pet June6 Ord June 29 IN INVESTMENTS. 
Hovasox, NatHax Bairey, Jony Wiittam Hoposos, Ro UND INVESTMENTS.—How to select and secure 
e Witiiam Hovesoy, and Hetena Ann_ Hopasos, —— _—_. VAN O88 & CO. will be pleased to 
Yeadon, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturers Leeds Pet vise those desirous of investing on or small sums in 
jet Chon, Todeig, toe | Sap Sorte on Medel Rede tit Eat 
toTTe MeEtiora, elsea, Lodgio ouse , 
Exo, Soe High Court Pet June29 Ord aging | and Debentures. Particular attention paid to the a 
on Wit11aM Jony, and Tromwas Lavnir, Chorlton on ss - — time to time ia the vari 
M edlock, Menches‘er, Tailors Manchester Pet June | investment mar! -_ test statistical and other aineme- 
June 29 Ord Jure 29 tion concerning all Investment Stocks, Home or Foreign. 
Lerce. Grorce, Barrow in Furness, Salt Merchant Barrow No speculative business advised or undertaken. Explana' 
in Forness Pet July1 Ord July 1 | | aoe phiet, pay circulars, and quarterly gradua 
Lover, HAKRY FETHERSTONHAUGH, Portsea, Hants, Watch- nvestment list free on application. 
msker Portsmouth Pet June 2t Ord June 27 VAN O88 & CO., 15, Great Winchester-st.. London, E.C. 


an P ry, Maidenhead, Solicitor High Court 
Mi May 17, Ord June 26 . }REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS of £74 15s. 
Metcatr®, Wit11AM, Horsforth, Yorks, Blacksmith Leeds - perannum, exceedingly well secured upon 23 houses, 


Ret June 29 Ord June 29 erby, House | NOt 12,08, Ladford-torrace, Linkleld-road, Isleworth yeep letter of 
o Joux, an oszrn Lacry, Derby, House | rack-ren' 7 68. per anoun.—For particulars apply to abet. 
ts Deiby Pct June 30 Ord June 30 Mes:ra. ‘rs Burnetr & Co, Garvapens, 15, Nicholas- oa ph ¢ 
Roszarsox, Jonx, Lowick, Northumberland, Rabbit | lane, E.C Octave size, 2/6; Quarto size, 3/G; Feap. siz», 4/- 
Catcber Newcastle on Tyne Pet June9 Ord June 30 ee eee — To — 
Sura, ALBERT _ WARD, Gainsborough Lincoln Pet REEHOLD ‘GROUND- RENTS of £172 £172 
0 Ord June 30 i ] red 43 i-detached 
ee | Epwin Consett, Bloxwich, Staffs, Pablic House fam, A “Gemanan re =A ee asain, Teneo 
Manager Walsall Pet June 12 Ord June 2 See Thames; rack-rentals £1,006 4s. per annum.—For Sale by 
Messra. Davin Burwerr & Co., Surv: 15, Nicholas- 
MESSRS: INDERMAUR & THWAITES lane, B.C. — 
Editors of the ‘‘ Law — Journal,” &c., &c. 
%, Shansory Sane, London, W.C., continue to read. wi i | }TREEHOLD GROUND-RENTS of £15 per 
Students both in Class and Privately and through the Post | annum, secured upon four houses in Fairfax-drive, 
for the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations | and £25 per annum secured upon five houses in Forest- 
and for the Bar Final. Particulars personally or by letter. | road, Southend.—For Sale by Messrs. Davin Buryetr & 
Norz.—Pupils have the use of a set of rooms om we | Co., Surveyors, 15, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 
library at 22, Chancery-lane, for study during the da 
Classes can now be joined for November and January | | PREEHOLD GROUND-RENT, Battersea, 
Solicitors’ Examinations and for Michaelmas Bar aus per ann. j soouned on 8 etaition roducing £320 ; 
| price years’ 2.—HALLetr o., Burv 
B. CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A., | Fas, Waser nats aarinT © Co. Gurverors, 
B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Honours, late Scholar | 120, Westbourne-grove. 





Cloth Back and 
Oorners. 


Separate Division 


























of Christ Church, Editor of the 11th Edition of “ Smith’s 
Manual of Common law continues - PREPARE for | Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
the Bar and all University Law Examina’ — 
Bar Examination, May, 1899—15 cont up, assed. THE IMPERIAL INSURANCE OOMPANY 











__ Address, 11, New-court, Lincolp’s s-inn, W.C. Betabiichod 1808. . Ss. FIS H ER 1 88, Strand ° 


AAR. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (Lond.), | 
M ty O18 Brond-strett mocryiene, W.Ce” w= aad 47, | CENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomnanp- 


First in Honours J urisprudence and Roman Law 





4 pi 
June, 1899—A pupil gained the B.C.L Pos at Oxford. tmuirep, FIRE. 
| 


Honours Common Law and Equity, Honourman | im 2 ot oa 
Seer Final, Exhibitioner and University Law Scholar, | Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. sTaeet, and 57, Caanma-cnoss, Loxpox. 
a for all Law Examinations.—Apply 61, Fore-street, | Total Funds over £1,500,000. 1782. 
aa | ___ B OomENS SMITH, Generai Monaver. | 1 uest Current Eaten 


; AW. —folicitor (Honoursman April, 1899, | THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898, Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
4 


unadmitted, age 23) Requires Conveyancing an Assured free of all Liability. 
General Clerkship ; some knowledge County pre 3 ond | Biles 
Magisterial; hard worker; willing to do anything; BY auree Electric mea bom ee Secretary. _ 


moderate salary.—LeEx, Framlingham, Suffolk. _ 
AW PRACTICE.—For Sale, the | Law | grery requisite under the above Acts supplied on the EDE AND SON, 
shortest notics. 
Lendal, York.—Apply to Mr. J. H, Turver, Solicitor, York. q 
a : ‘enue ~ tn tamtuse| ROBE Soba MAKERS 


Practice of the late Mr. G. C. Gilberthorpe, of 16, 
OLICITOR (27, admitted) Desires Con- 






























pe Re pe eg ite Fo Ce ey FR ae GED serene. 
on 0 oun ; era. e 4 ; . 
excellent Pm eeremnly salary not so much an object as work pea a_i, = ENTURES, To Her be twey mee pon ge gees Baaly my of the 
and further experience. —Fipvs, care of “ Solicitors’ CHEQUES, a engraved OFFICIAL udicial Bench, Corporati 
Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.C SEALS designed and cromuted. No = Sketches. si Herrera eaencnle a 
 aiatiaaines i BES FOR QU 8 COUNS . 

I OBERT MYDDLETON DYMOCK (De- Solicitors’ Account Books : 

— a ee Ellesmere, oe iponits —Any | | e SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. - 
perron knowing of a Will or other testamentary sition | —_—_—_—_—— 
of the above-named Deceased is requested to oamedaes | | Law W and no ae to own 
with Capt. Pexnerarner, Welch Regiment, Aldershot. RICHARD FLINT & CO., , an erke 0) eace 

RE YOU REQUIRING A SCHOOL? Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns 

Parents can have, free of charge, a selection of | 49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner ESTABLISHED 1088. 
prepuce sand details ot he best ant pat ae of Serjeante’-inn). Piha ae! one ne 
Behools for Bc nd Girls in and and abroad.—Tue | 
el mien tore Ey sig pm Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 

























| The Members of the 
| i garb TE VALUA low LEGAL PROFESSION 
QO i) AYA| are respectfully re- 
Rat Vana day) aaa Ret wae | quested to a 
Of Personal and House- aaigenroreceny - 
-hold Effects. according to Executors a 
t : : ¢ others requiring 
o the frequirements ot Valuations 
H.M. Court of Probate aren P 
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MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS, PERIODICAL SALES. WHITECHAPEL, E. (immediaicly facing the tay 


I Surveyors, and Velnom, ESTABLISHED 1843. Howpltl). — Freehold sound rent, secured upon fal 
Land, House Agen icensed premises and shop and cottage adjoini 
8, MOORGATE porte BANK, E.C. Mf BSS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD early reversion ; also Freehold Shop and Pre mise” } 
; > tig PERIODICAL BALES _ iam, & @.) ented M3, WM. HOUGHTON will SELL§ 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. REVERSIONS (Absolute and Con! t), Oe, te nd ee 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). LIFE INTERESTS and ANNUITIES, London, E.C., on MONDAY, JULY 17, 1899, 
LIFE POLICIES, o'clock,’ in Two Lots, the valuable FREEHOLD 
UCTION SALES are held at the Mart, Shares and Debentures PERTIES, c onsistiog of ground-rent of £100 per 
; be ey ng ape City, nearly ta Thursday, Mortgage Debts and Bonds, and cumy fecured — the corner, a ra prem 
and on other days as occasion may requ Kindred Interests ing the Star and Garter, No. 23 itechapal 
STIMSON & SONS undertake SALES and LETTINGS on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month | With shop adjoining, and house in Court-street, iq 
Bt aaa pn at Regn a Surveys wa er throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, rear, with a ‘sion to A sPS4 oy - nag 16 yearss . 
ages, eiverships in Chancery erences anc Cc. re shop an premises adjoining, being Nos 227 > 
oer. te, Adjuatnent of Compsssation and other | " ‘he following are the appointment fixed for 1609: _| Wh,teebapeltoud, lot on lense atthe very moderate ag 
Agr &e. 7 : Thursday, July 20. quereiag, Oct. 19. Particulars and conditions, with plan, may be obt 
‘Gepente Lists of Property, Ground Rents for Sale, and Thursday, Aug. 3. Thursday, Nov. 2 of Messrs W. Houghton & Sn, 8 llicitors, 56. New B 
Horses, Premises, &c.,to be Let, are issued on the Ist of Thursday, Aug. 17. Thursday, Nov. 16. street, Lendoa, E.C. ; and of the Auctioneer, 58, Old E 
cnck month ; ae ean be had gra zatis on application, or a ay | Fr | 3 street, London, E.( 
ree by post for two stamps. o charge for insertion, ureday, Sept. 21, ursday, Dec. 21, ’ 
. “ Thurs ( WALTHAMSTOW.— —Freebold Shops occupyin ac 
patent —— scat — . ws Of 6 Polity don, E.C. Telephone No. 999 Bank. and woe prom position in Hoe-:tree + aimon ¢ 
atateed ae ces. oultry, London, elephone No. aD. the Bakers’ Arms, at the corner of the Lea Bridgeas 
TREATMENT oF INEBRIETY. with omvibus service passing the property, close to 


, NEP tram routes, and immediately opposite the site of 
D A L R Y M PLE L E H Oo M E MONTHLY PROPERTY AUCTIONS. propo3ed station on the London and Eppivg Forest 
] yy Bees. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD | .*. ee . 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. aM] sry Uf, tg announce that their MONTHLY PRO- | |] &. we BOvS aeeOe is ne 
ITY A ONS are held at the MART, Tokenhouse- SLL b JCTION, at the MART, Token 
. ~ a peivately. yard, E.C., on the THIRD WEDNESDAY in every month | yard, Lond m, E.C., on MUNDAY. JULY 17, 1899. ab Bl 
or terms, &c., apply throughout the year. o’clock, in 12 Lots, the 12 exceedingly valuable FRE 6H 
R. WELSH mee = xe The appointments fixed for 1899 are as follows : — on and es, situ ms — — Ly = 1 te 
ica Superintendent. , ‘lorence-teirace, Hoe-strcet, 10 of which are let on 
- nine : bb ine Aug 4 Wot: sae for 21 yeara, and two on agreement, the whole at prem 
TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. Wednesday, Sapt. 20. Wednesday, Dec. 20. —— ing g,® rental yf a “ soueae Pegg be ing bl 
re pr : rise - 
Vendors, Solicitors, and Trustees having Properties for | of shops situate between the Poplars-ro.d and Griggeana 


H IG H Ss H @) T H @] U S E Sale are respectfully invited to communicate with the | Hoe-street, one of the most important busiarss cent 
§ | Auctioneers, at their Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. | this densels-populated district, and therefore affon 


8T. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, citi No. 999 Bank. unique cad i improving investment. al j 
Fir Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, | - - —— -— articulars and conditions of sale may be obtaimag 
seas - Messrs. Senior & Furbank, S.1'cit »rs, Bank-chambera, 
Apbly to Besiient Ry he ee &e. A. & W. THARP, Auctioneers, Sur- | mond, Surrey ; and of the Austioneers, 58, Old Broad. 
A.E. NEALE, MB., B.S. @/ « veyors, and Estate Agents, 9, Norton suigete, London, E C. 
EF. ,M.B., ag yp etme E., and Leytonstone, Essex. Telephone | progKLEY.—1 to 17, Adelaide-road, and 24 to 30, 
EBRIETY ee venue) Margaret’s-road, all let at £35 to£12. Lease 63, G 
t N 4 ’ PERIODICAL SALES of FREEHOLD and LEASE- rent £6 103.—Solicitors, Mcssrs. Monro, Slack, & © 
nee | a - ES, held at the ee are — DEBEN- Queen A a lsd : i ball 
of eld at the INTS collected and | STREATH 4AM.—Freeho'd.—27, Lewin-road, Le 
eae ar naw ae | Estates managed in all parts of London and Suburbs, —Solicitors, Messrs. Gard, Ha!l, & Rook, 2, Gre 
Genie | Inclusive terms on receiving instructions. buildiags, Basinghall-street. 
Medical Attendant: J. HEADLEY NEALE, M.B., | HERNE BAY.—Freehold Building Land in Two P 
M.R.C.P. Lond. Principal: H. M. RILEY, ‘Asexc. Soc. | ~ ; FREEHOLD GROUND-RENT of £40 upon eight h 


Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent in Brixton —Soticitors, Messrs J. N. Mason & Gog 
Legal and Medical References. For —_— and particulars FREDE RICK WARMAN, F.A. | resham -street. E. C. 


ere | AUCTIONEER AND ESTATE AGENT, | OHAFU RENT jBr cot ties. 73am 


INEBRIETY. ARCHITECT AND SURVEYOR, each. — Solicitor, J. Hayward, Esq., 57a, Col 











street, E C. 
i THORNTON HEATH.—8, Beulah-road North. Le 
PROSPECT NILL RETREAT | 00m House, Mghbury Corner, N., and | Tee hae Greco, & (larly, Solltor, Wed 
(FOR LADIES) 66, Chancery Lane, W.C. a E3SEX : . Sw and Spo 
A , = Es sly advertis 
STRETFORD, near MANCHESTER. Telephone -171 Dalston and 1405 Holborn. _ \pBsses.. ie YOUNG. & O 


Telegrams —Warman, Highbury. 


Licensed under the Inebriates Act. WEDNESDAY JU J ee the MART, E.C,) 
eo 1 om : mAS Pp 4 2, a 
Tasus: 1§ vo 3 Gcmess ren Wase. PETERBOROUGH. Established 1820. Particulars of’ the respective Bolicitors; and et Gi 


‘ Applications to Tue Licensee. MESS88. BRISTOW, WARWICK, & tioneers, 5 51, Coleman-street, B.C. Cc. 


Turn Cocoa. 








POTTER, AUCTION 8A SALES. 


SURVEYORS, AND VALORES, AUCTIONEERS, ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTION 
AND x 

MARKET SQUARE, PETERBOROUGH. take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and fag 
Surveys made, Reports and Valuations for Mortgage, Par- | @very description of House Property. Printed terms 


tition, Exchange, Enfranchisement, Estate Duty, Tenant- | be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. 
The choicest roasted nibs of the natural Cocoa on being | ™&>t and Timber ; Estates Managed and Rents Collected. Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give 
ponte age = hg toe ae aeons —_ give — — jor, Ba Acc  Sptding Dank, ? ‘ attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. @ 
excess of oil, leaving for use a finely-flavoured powder— | Bankers: ee Boston, & Spalding Bank, Peter —_— Hig’ 9 af 
a product which, when prepared with boiling water, has the “ PRADEEP GLE LODE ae ne 54, Borough h-etreet and 52, Chancery-lane, W.0 


consistence of tea, of which it is now, with many, beneficially | © ' — 

taking the place. Its active rinciple being a gentle nerve ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO. 101, Park- KNIGHT, FRANK, & RUTLE 

sane Pein a Fete tice east | ML eos Groeenonaqere bao al ihn on satms AND vaLvAtioen a 
» obtain it of your tradesman, a tin wi sent post-free | intending Purchasers to the many attractive V/est-End 

Sor Nita, bone JAMES EPPS & CO., LTD., Homopathic | Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- THE CONDUIT ST. AUCTION CALLERE 


Chemists. den. a . 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. BETWEEN REGENT-STREET AND BOND-STREET. 


ON MANSIONS AND FLATS. 
ESS = N C E Large Sums awaiting Investment, also on Freehold Good 


Leasehold Properties, Large Estates or Farms. 
Freehold Ground-rents Wanted. Principals placed in 


€ : ; . “ 
BRAND & CO’S ap ny 
SP = | gr tery 22, ss Gerard atmo Fagg ie 
OR L| D ' elep: one 0 ani eee A 


Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, i, ELLZEER SOUAES, LOMDOM, RO. 


AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS Open Snir ter meg S 
BEEF TEA, — FURNITURE, JEWELS, PLATE, PICTU 
MEAT JUICE. &e MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, and all Classes of Valuable Property intended f 
; ’ ” PLANT-AND MACHINERY, Sale by Auction. 
7S SRN ee? Soetere, WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. VALUATIONS for ESTATE DUTY & DILAPIDA’ 
& CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR Telegraphic Address—“ Futiex, Horsey, Lonvoy.” paricis ee aaabeairiacectbae 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. Telephone No. 746 AVENUE. 9 & 10, CONDUIT ST. & 234, MADDOX ST. 
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